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THURSDAY, JULY 23, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Controt—RIVvERsS AND HARBORS, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
4200, Senate Office Building, Senator Robert S. Kerr (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Randolph, Gruening, McCarthy, Young, 
Moss, and Cooper. 

Also present: Senator Humphrey and Congressman Blatnik. 

Senator Kerr (presiding). The subcommittee will be in order. 

We will consider this morning H.R. 3610 and S. 805, which will 
be made a part of the record. 

(H.R. 3610 and S. 805 are as follows:) 


[H.R. 3610, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase grants for construction of sewage 
treatment works, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United StatesYof 
America in Congress assembled, That section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 466e) is amended as follows: 

(1) Clause (2) of subsection (b) of such section 6 is amended to read as follows: 
“(2) except as otherwise provided in this clause, no grant shall be made for any 
project in an amount exceeding 30 per centum of the estimated reasonable cost 
thereof as determined by the Suregon General, or in an amount exceeding $500,000, 
whichever is the smaller: Provided, That the grantee agrees to pay the remaining 
cost: Provided further, That no grant of more than $250,000 shall be approved for 
a project in any State until all previously filed qualified applications from that 
State and political subdivisions thereof for grants not exceeding $250,000 have 
first been approved: Provided further, That, in the case of a project which will 
serve more than one municipality, the Surgeon General shall, on such basis as 
he determines to be reasonable and equitable, allocate to each municipality to 
be served by such project its share of the estimated reasonable cost of such project, 
and shall then apply the limitations provided in this clause (2) to each such share 
as if it were a separate project to determine the maximum amount of any grant 
which could be made under this section with respect to each such share, and the 
total of all the amounts so determined shall be the maximum amount of the grant 
which may be made under this section on account of such project;’’. 

(2) The third sentence of subsection (c) of such section 6 is amended to read as 
follows: ‘‘Sums allotted to a State under the preceding sentence which are not 
obligated at the end of the fiscal year for which they were allotted because of a 
lack of projects which have been approved by a State water pollution control 
agency under subsection (b)(1) of this section or certified as entitled to priority 
under subsection (b) (4) of this section, shall be reallotted by the Surgeon General, 
on such basis as he determines reasonable and equitable and in accordance with 
regulations promulgated by him, to States having projects approved under this 
section for which grants have not been made because of lack of funds. Any sum 
made available to a State by reallotment under the preceding sentence shall be in 
addition to any funds otherwise allotted to such State under this Act. The allot- 
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ments of a State under the second and third sentences of this subsection shall be 
available, in accordance with the provisions of this section, for payments with 
respect to projects in such State which have been approved under this section,” 

(3) Subsection (d) of such section 6 is amended by striking out “‘$50,000,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$100,000,000’’, and by striking out ‘‘$500,000,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘6$1,000,000,000”’. 

(4) Section 6 is further amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

““(f) The Surgeon General shall take such action as may be necessary to insure 
that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors on 
projects for which grants are made under this section shall be paid wages at rates 
not less than those prevailing on the same type of work on similar construction 
in the immediate locality, as determined by the Secretary of Labor, in accordance 
with the Act of March 3, 1931, as amended, known as the Davis-Bacon Act (46 
Stat. 1494; 40 U.S.C., secs. 276a through 276a—5).”’ 

Sec. 2. Within one year after the enactment of this Act the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare shall submit a written report to the Congress on the 
activities and future plans of the Federal water pollution control program, includ- 
ing construction, enforcement, research and State services. 

Passed the House of Representatives June 9, 1959. 

Attest: 

RaupH R. Roperts, Clerk. 





[S. 805, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A!BILL To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase grants for construction of sewage 
treatment works; to establish the Office of Water Pollution Control; and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and Hou~- of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 466e) is amended as follows: 

(1) Clause (2) of subsection (b) of such section 6 is amended to read as follows: 
**(2) except as otherwise provided in this clause, no grant shall be made for any 
project in an amount exceeding 30 per centum of the estimated reasonable cost 
thereof as determined by the Surgeon General, or in an amount exceeding $500,000, 
whichever is the smaller: Provided, That the grantee agrees to pay the remaining 
cost: Provided further, That, in the case of a project which will serve more than 
one municipality, the Surgeon General shall, on such basis as he determines to be 
reasonable and equitable, allocate to each municipality to be served by such 
project its share of the estimated reasonable cost of such project, and shall then 
apply the limitations provided in this clause (2) to each such share as if it were a 
separate project to determine the maximum amount of any grant which could 
be made under this section with respect to each such share, and the total of all 
the amounts so determined shall be the maximum amount of the grant which 
may be made under this section on account of such project;’’. 

(2) The third sentence of subsection (c) of such section 6 is amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘Sums allotted to a State under the preceding sentence which are not 
obligated at the end of the fiscal year for which they were allotted because of a 
lack of projects which have been approved by a State water pollution control 
agency under subsection (b)(1) of this section or certified as entitled to priority 
under subsection (b) (4) of this section, shall be reallotted by the Surgeon General, 
on such basis as he determines reasonable and equitable and in accordance with 
regulations promulgated by him, to States having projects approved under this 
section for which grants have not been made because of lack of funds. Any 
sum made available to a State by reallotment under the preceding sentence shall 
be in addition to any funds otherwise allotted to such State under this Act. The 
allotments of a State under the second and third sentences of this subsection shall 
be available, in accordance with the provisions of this section, for payments 
with respect to projects in such State which have been approved under this 
section.” 

(3) Subsection (d) of such section 6 is amended by striking out ‘‘$50,000,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$100,000,000’’, and by striking out ‘‘$500,000,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,000,000,000”’. 

(4) Section 6 is further amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

“‘(f) The Surgeon General shall take such action as may be necessary to insure 
that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors on 
projects for which grants are made under this section shall be paid wages at rates 
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not less than those prevailing on the same type of work on similar construction in 
the immediate locality, as determined by the Secretary of Labor, in accordance 
with the Act of March 3, 1931, as amended, known as the Davis-Bacon Act (46 
Stat. 1494; 40 U.S.C., secs. 276a through 276a—5)’’. 

Src. 2. (a) That there is hereby established within the Department of Health 
Education, and Welfare an Office of Water Pollution Control, (herein referred 
to as the ‘‘Office’”’). The Office shall be headed by a Commissioner of Water 
Pollution Control (herein referred to as the ‘‘Commissioner’’) who shall be subject 
to the supervision of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. The Com- 
missioner shall be appointed by the President by and with the consent of the 
Senate and shall receive compensation at the same rate as that provided for grade 
GS-18. There also shall be one Deputy and two Assistant Commissioners of 
Water Pollution Control who shall receive compensation at the same rate as that 

rovided for grades GS-17. 

(b) All functions and responsibilities concerning water pollution control placed 
in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare or any official thereof by 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 466—-466j) shall be included 
among the functions and responsibilities of the Commissioner and shall be carried 
out under his direction pursuant to such procedures or delegations of authority as 
he may deem advisable and in the public interest. 

(c) The first sentence of section 7(a)(1) of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 66f) is amended to read as follows: ‘‘There is hereby established in 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare a Water Pollution Control 
Advisory Board, composed of the Commissioner, who shall be Chairman, and nine 
members appointed by the President, none of whom shall be Federal officers or 
employees. 

d) Except as changed by the terms of this section or by subsequent laws or 
regulations, all laws and regulations now in effect relating to matters heretofore 
administered by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare through the 
Public Health Service as heretofore existing shall remain in effect. 

(e) In recognition of the need for authority to execute the purposes of this 
section effectively, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall exercise 
such a general administrative authority consistent with the terms of this section 
as he shall find to be necessary to carry out the provisions of this section effectively 
and in the public interest. In order to allow sufficient time to place the reor- 
organization under this section into effect, the Secretary is authorized to establish 
an effective procedure and date of such reorganization notice of change shall be 
published in the Federal Register. Such reorganization shall be accomplished 
as soon as practicable after the approval of this section but not later than ninety 
calendar days after such approval. 

Sec. 3. Within one year after the enactment of this Act the Commissioner 
shall submit a written report to the Congress on the activities and future plans 
of the Federal water pollution control program, including construction, enforce- 
ment, research, and State services. 

Senator Kerr. In recognition of the growing problem of water 
pollution, the Congress, in 1948, passed Public Law 845, the Water 
Pollution Control Act, placing its administration in the Public Health 
Service. In 1956 the Congress extended and improved the Federal 
program by passing Public Law 660, the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. The 1956 act continued the Federal role of coopera- 
tive programs with the States through research, technical assistance 
and financial aid, including for the first time, grants to municipalities 
to assist in building needed sewage treatment plants and interstate 
enforcement. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660, 84th 
Cong.) was approved by the President on July 9, 1956. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 
1. Reaffirms the policy of Congress to recognize, preserve, and 


protect the primary responsibilities and rights of the States in pre- 
venting and controlling water pollution. 
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2. Authorizes continued Federal-State cooperation in the develop- 
ment of comprehensive programs for the control of water pollution. 

3. Authorizes increased technical assistance to States and a 
broadened program of research on water pollution. 

4. Authorizes collection and dissemination of basic data on water 
quality relating to water pollution prevention and control. 

5. Directs the Surgeon General to continue to encourage interstate 
compacts and uniform State laws. 

6. Directs the Surgeon General to conduct and encourage research, 
training, demonstrations, experiments, and studies relating to control 
and prevention of water pollution. 

7. Authorizes grants to States and interstate agencies up to $3 
million a year for 5 years for water pollution control activities. These 
funds are allocated to States on basis of population, extent of problem 
and respective needs of States. This authority expires at end of 
fiscal year 1961. 

8. Authorizes Federal grants of $50 million a year (up to an aggre- 
gate of $500 million) for the construction of municipal sewage treat- 
ment works. Funds are allocated to States and Territories on the 
basis of 50 percent on population and 50 percent on basis of per capita 
income. The amount for any one project shall not exceed 30 percent 
of cost or $250,000, whichever issmaller. Federal funds in the amount 
of $140 million have been appropriated through fiscal year 1959 with 
$131.6 million granted to municipalities. With this grant, 1,583 proj- 
ects costing $685.2 million are being constructed. 

9. Modifies and simplifies procedures governing Federal abatement 
actions against interstate pollution. The procedure is generally as 
follows: 

(a) A conference is held between the Surgeon General and States 
from which the pollution is originating and States claiming to be 
affected. After conference the Surgeon General is to allow at least 
6 months for the State wherein the pollution originates to take 
remedial action. 

(6) Ifsuch remedial action is not taken, public hearings will be held. 
Three weeks’ notice will be given to State water pollution control 
agencies, interstate agencies, and the alleged polluter or polluters, called 
to attend the hearings. On the basis of such hearings, recommenda- 
tions shall be made concerning measures designed to secure abatement. 
The Secretary shall notify person or persons causing pollution that 
abatement should be accomplished within not less than 6 months. 

(c) If action reasonably calculated to secure abatement of pollution 
is not carried out within time specified by notice, the Secretary, with 
the written consent of either the State water pollution Agency where 
the matter causing the pollution is occurring or the State being en- 
dangered, may request the Attorney General to bring suit to secure 
abatement. 

10. Authorizes the appointment of a Water Pollution Control Ad- 
visory Board. 

11. Authorizes a cooperative program to control pollution from 
Federal installations. 
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H.R. 3610 


H.R. 3610 would provide the $100 million annually in Federal funds 
that are required to support the needed annual sewage treatment 
construction of $575 million and would provide for a more equitable 
allotment of funds in two ways. Specifically this bill would— 

(1) Amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to in- 
crease grants for construction of sewage treatment works, and for 
other purposes. 

(2) Increase the grant maximum from $250,000 to $500,000 
with the provision that no grant of more than $250,000 shall be 
approved for a project in any State until all previously filed 
applications from that State and its political subdivisions for 
grants under $250,000 have first been approved. 

(3) Permit municipalities combining in a single project to each 
- eligible for its share of grants up to the maximum indicated 
above. 

(4) Permit the reallocation of unobligated funds in any of the 
States among those other States having eligible projects awaiting 
availability of grant funds. 

(5) Raise each fiscal year appropriation authorization to $100 
million, and the aggregate authorization to $1 billion. 

(6) Make the Davis-Bacon Act applicable to projects for 
which Federal grants are made. 

(7) Direct the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to submit, within 1 year after enactment of the bill, a written 
report to the Congress on activities and future plans of the total 
Federal water pollution control program. 

H.R. 3610 is a very important piece of legislation. It is urgently 
needed to help assure the quality of the Nation’s No. 1 natural resource 
on which its continued social and economic development and pros- 
perity importantly depends. 

For the record I have a letter from Senator Clark from the State 
of Pennsylvania, which I would like included in the record. 

(The letter is as follows:) 

U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PuBLIC WELFARE, 
July 22, 1959. 


Hon. Ronert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control— Rivers and Harbors, U.S. Senate. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: Representing as I do one of the States which has been 
among the chief participants under the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, I 
have an intense interest in the reenactment of this act and approval of the 
strengthening features that have been added to it by the House of Representa- 
tives. A total of 42 communities in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania have 
already availed themselves of the aid provided for under the Water Pollution 
Control Act, and many more have applied for funds that are not yet available. 
- Any reduction of funds available under the act would be a great misfortune 
for my State. Water pollution has been and is a severe problem for many of 
our communities located along rivers and streams that over long years have 
been clogged with sewage and industrial wastes. These communities are well 
aware of their problems in this area and are eager to correct them. With the 
assistance of our State department of health they have made good progress 
during the last few years. 

# They cannot and will not, however, proceed alone. If Federal funds are not 
available when the communities are ready to proceed, they will simply postpone 
construction of pollution control plants until such funds are available. The 
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entire program in Pennsylvania will thus be slowed down, and a slowdown at 
this point will certainly mean that the posion of pollution will gain headway 
against us. Dr. C. O. Wilbar, secretary of health for the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, will acquaint you more fully with the great good that this aet 
has done in my State and the great need for its reenactment and extension. J 
urge that you give favorable consideration to the bill as it has been sent to ys 
from the House and ask that this letter be included in the record of the hearings. 

Sincerely, : 


JosePpH S. Ciark. 
Senator Kerr. Senator Randolph has a statement for the record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Senator Ranpotpn. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 
to present certain observations with reference to the pending legisla- 
tion, with particular reference to H.R. 3610 and S. 805. I endorse 
the principle of coverage, embraced in the pending bills. 

Mr. Chairman, I have known of the creative and courageous efforts 
you have given over the years on the subject of these hearings. Iam 
conscious also of the contribution to affirmative thinking on this 
matter by Representative John Blatnik. 

I desire at this point to place in the record of this hearing corres- 
pondence which I have been privileged to carry forward with Elmer 
W. Prince, the city manager of Morgantown, W. Va. 

Mr. Prince, a competent engineer and administrator, has indicated 
the problems of that municipality in connection with a sewage treat- 
ment plant and has indicated an appreciation of the need for a cooper- 
ative effort. He has shown that its citizens, are making a very con- 
siderable contribution of funds at the local level. Yet he believes 
passage of legislation which embodies the thinking expressed in H.R. 
3610 and S. 805, and as often expressed by you, Mr. Chairman, as 
being in the public interest. 

I should also like to include in the record a telegram from the West 
Virginia Sportsmen Unlimited, Charleston, W. Va., endorsing H.R. 
3610. 

The telegram is brief but succinct. 

The West Virginia Sportsmen Unlimited is a well-known West 
Virginia organization with statewide membership. It is not only 
concerned with the recreational opportunities provided by the club 
but with the preservation and enhancement of fish and wildlife in 
connection with water resources development and planning. This 
program includes strengthening the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act by increasing grants for construction of sewage-treatment workd 
as provided in the pending legislation. 

Senator Kerr. The correspondence will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The correspondence referred to follows:) 


Tue City or Moraantown, W. VA., 
July 17, 1959. 
Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear JENNINGS: I have noticed from reports coming out of Washington that 
the House of Representatives has adopted the Blatnik bill, H.R. 3610, and the 
bill is now held up in the Senate. This bill is extremely important to Morgantown 
and to most of the towns and cities covered by the Ohio River Valley Water Com- 
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pact due to the orders being issued by the States to the municipalities to eliminate 
sewage from the streams. Morgantown received its order May 25, 1959. 

The estimated cost of an interceptor sewer and primary treatment disposal 
plant along the Monongahela River is $3,400,000. ‘This is a terrible amount of 
money for a town this size to provide at this period of economy of this area. 
The city is now in the process of constructing an interceptor sewer along Deckers 
Creek at a cost of $665,000, to carry out an order of the State health department. 

It appears more logical to provide funds for this purpose in the United States 
and give employment to our people in distressed areas than to divert so much 
money to foreign countries as loans and/or grants. 

It will be appreciated if you will use every possible effort to obtain passage of 
this bill by the U.S. Senate. 

Kindest regards. Hope to see you soon about the airport. 

Respectfully, 
Eumer W. Prince, City Manager. 


Jury 20, 1959. 
Hon. ELMER W. PRINCE, 
City Manager, City of Morgantown, W. Va. 

Dear Evmer: Thanks very much for your letter of July 17 concerning H.R. 
3610, which would amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase 
grants for construction of sewage treatment works, etc. 

The bill passed the House on June 9 and was referred to the Subcommittee on 
Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors of the Public Works Committee, of which I 
amamember. It is my understanding that hearings are to be scheduled within 
the next 2 weeks—although I have not received official notice from the subeom- 
mittee. I will advise you when a specific date has been announced. 

Be assured that I will bring this matter to the attention of my colleagues and do 
everything possible to be of assistance. 

Enclosed is a copy of the bill and report as it passed the House. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH 


JULY 21, 1959, 
Hon. Etmer W. PRINCE, 
City Manager, 
City of Morgantown, W. Va. 


Dear Ex_meErR: The Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors of 
the Public Works Committee today announced that a hearing has been scheduled 
at 10 a.m., Thursday, July 23, to consider S. 805 and H.R. 3610. 

As you no doubt know, 8. 805 is a similar bill, introduced by Senators Humphrey 
and McCarthy. 

As a member of the subcommittee, I shall expect to attend and give this legisla- 
tion my vigorous support in the hope that it will soon be reported favorably and 
before the Senate. 5 

I thought you would be interested in reading the enclosed copies of my remarks 
at ground-breaking ceremonies for the Elkins Sewage Disposal Plant at Elkins, 
July 17, and before the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin. 

We will inform you of further developments after the hearing. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH 


Cuar.eston, W. Va., July 23, 1959 
Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
Urge full support of H.R. 3610. Request this wire be made part of hearing 

record. 

West Vrrarnta SPORTSMEN UNLIMITED, 

By H. O. Powers, 
Legislative Chairman. 
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Senator Ranpotren. Mr. Chairman, it was my privilege to visit my 
hometown on July 17 of this year. We had ceremonies incident to 
ground breaking in reference to the Elkins sewage disposal and treat- 
ment plant. That is a program of a million dollars approximately, 
The quarter of a million dollars which has come to us from the Federal 
Government is proper in this cooperative effort. 

I indicated in my remarks there I was not glorying in the fact that 
the Federal Government had advanced $250,000, but I was paying 
deserved tribute to the initiative of the people of my home com- 
munity in carrying forward that program based upon a greater con- 
tribution by the community itself, than by the Federal Government’s 
participation. 

We have in the Tygart River a problem of pollution. This stream, 
Mr. Chairman, was one in which in years past we have found the 
fishing, for example, to be such as to attract Jiterally thousands of 
persons from within our State and from other States, that they might 
angle for bass and other fresh water fish. 

I saw in that stream on July 17 a green scum covering the water. 
We had been without rain of any considerable amount in West Vir- 
ginia during the past 3 weeks or a month. 

It indicates that the fresh water supply in the Tygart River needs 
the advantage of a sewage treatment plant. At that ceremony I 
made certain references to you, Senator Kerr, and to Representative 
Blatnik and if I may be indulged, to quote from that address. 


Life, first born in the sea, has never lost its connection with water. Through 
long ages there was no life at all on dry land. Finally plants and animals found 
they could live outside the water; outside it, but not without it. Water means 
life to all living things and man is no exception. With water, we live; without it, 
we die. Water is our oldest friend and our most valuable servant as well. 

We have no right to contaminate it. As a society we must prevent others 
from polluting God’s great gift to life, water. 


I ask unanimous consent that the remarks I made upon that occa- 
sion be included at this point in my statement. 

Senator Kerr. That will be done. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


REMARKS PREPARED FOR DELIVERY BY SENATOR JENNINGS RANDOLPH, DEMo- 
CRAT, West VirGINIA, AT GROUND-BREAKING CEREMONIES FOR ELKINS 
SEWAGE DisposaL PLANT, ELkins, W. VaA., Juty 17, 1959 


The project which stimulates these ceremonies is a patriotic response by the 
the city Elkins to Federal and State water pollution control laws and regulations 
promulgated in the interests of both the public health and water and wildlife 
conservation. 

Beyond these considerations this project likewise represents another best foot 
forward action by this progressive city to properly meet its responsibilities to 
keep pace with the requirements incumbent upon modern urban communities. 

I am aware that negotiations leading up to the finalization of arrangements 
for the city’s new sewage disposal plant have been in progress for almost 10 years— 
and that it was only about 3 months*ago that approval for the Federal participa- 
tion share of a quarter of a million dollars was granted. 

However, I am not here to glory so much in the fact that a $250,000 share of 
the cost of this project was awarded by the Federal Government—rather, I would 
prefer to praise the local initiative and petseverance which made possible the funds 
that enabled Elkins to qualify for the Federal monetary participation, 

I congratulate Mayor Hickman and the other officials and citizens of Elkins 
for this important and vital achievement. 

Before leaving the Nation’s Capitol this morning, I made an investigation 
concerning legislation pending in the Congress on water pollution control and 
found that a significant bill has cleared the House Committee on Public Works. 
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It is a measure which has the purpose of further stimulating construction of needed 
municipal waste-treatment facilities to prevent the discharge of untreated or 
inadequately treated sewage or other waste into the waters of the Nation. 

This proposed legislation would make numerous changes in the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act in furtherance of the purpose I stated. The antipollution 

rogram under that Federal act has been in operation only 2 full years, but it 

as proved a great success in that it has resulted in construction projects started 
or completed which will clean up 14,000 miles of the Nation’s streams for a 
multitude of water uses. 

During the 5-year period from 1952 through 1956—a period which immediately 
preceded the Federal grants program, contract awards for sewage treatment 
works construction averaged $222 million annually. In the first full year of the 
Federal program, 1957, construction expanded 58 percent over the previous 
annual average to reach $351 million. The second year of the program saw growth 
75 percent over the earlier 5-year average cited for the period 1952 through 1956. 

In spite of these increases in sewage-treatment projects under the existing 
grant program, present construction levels must be raised another 50 percent, 
experts declare, if there is to be eliminated the huge backlog of construction needs 
and if provision is to be made for plant obsolescence and population growth. 

It is for these reasons that the legislation now pending in Congress was intro- 
duced and has been favorably reported by the House Public Works Committee. 
Federal assistance for communities in the accomplishment of projects such as this 
which we are here to officially begin today is more imperative than ever—and in 
more substantial form and amounts. Indeed, the seriousness of the Nation’s 
water pollution problem makes it imperative that the Federal Government move 
as rapidly as possible in solving what has become more than a local or State 
problem. 

The waters of this country can and must be improved for public water supply, 
propagation of aquatic life and other wildlife, for recreational, agricultural, 
industrial and other legitimate uses—but primarily, of course, for the protection 
of public health. 

The U.S. Public Health Service, which recently elevated the water pollution 
control program to a more important jurisdiction under divisional status, has 
published a most interesting, informative and thought-provoking brochure on 
“The Living Waters.” 

It makes the initial point that no one knows just how or when the miracle of 
life first happened. But scientists agree that life began in the waters of an 
ancient sea. The Bible tells us the same thing in different words, namely, that 
the earth was without form, and void, until the spirit of God moved upon the 
face of the waters. : 

Life, first born in the sea, has never lost its connection with water. Through 
long ages, there was no life at allon dry land. Finally, plants and animals found 
that they could live outside the water—outside it, but not without it. Water 
means life to all living things—and man is no exception. With water, we live; 
without it, we die. Water is our oldest friend and our most valuable servant 
as well. We have no right to contaminate it—and as a society we must prevent 
others from polluting God’s greatest gift to life—water. 

Then too, bear in mind that from the very beginning our history has traveled 
the waterways. People gathered where there was water and food—for the 
plants and animals we eat need water just as we do. The first civilizations grew 
in the river valleys—the Nile, the Tigris and Euphrates, the Indus and Ganges. 
Rivers were the first highways; in the early days whole tribes moved up and down 
the river valleys in search of new lands and a new life. 

Wars have been fought and treaties signed; boundarv lines have been estab- 
lished; civilizations have lived and died—all because of water. 

Today we are making more demands upon our most valuable servant than ever 
before—for home uses, for the production of hydroelectric power, for irrigation of 
arid lands, for transportation and, of course, for many industrial uses. 

Then too, we use water to carry away the wastes from our homes, cities, and 
industries. This use has always been important, but—as the population increases 
and as more industries are spawned along our streams—this use (for carrying 
away wastes) actually is threatening to cut down or completely prevent our 
other significant uses. 

Accordingly, governments—local, State, and Federal—have found it necessary 
to take vastly greater interests in and act more directly to solve this problem. 
This is another reason why we are here today. The municipal government of 
Elkins, with the sanction of its citizens, with cooperation from State instrumen- 
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talities, and with legal and fiscal assistance from the Federal Government 
making a salutary contribution to the twofold nece 
wastes and purifying water. 

Let us not forget that water has indeed been humanity’s best friend. We have 
allowed ourselves to neglect and mistreat it too long, but here 


ed | \ nd and elsewhere j 
or ep we are finding that it is not too late to bring neglect and mistreatment 
a halt. 
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ssity of disposing properly of 


Senator Ranpotpu. On January 29 I addressed the Interstate 
Commission on the Potomac River Basin. 


At that time I discussed the matters of the pollution abatement in 
this important stream. This river, Mr. Chairman, has its headwaters 
in West Virginia. 

Certain observations which I think might be informative as a part 
of the record which this subcommittee will make on H.R. 3610 and 
S. 805, were presented. I ask consent this speech be included. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Sprecu, INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE Potomac River Basin, WASHINGTON, 
D.C., JANUARY 29, 1959 


PROTECTING METROPOLITAN WATER QUALITY 


Mr. Toastmaster, members of the Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, and distinguished guests, it gives me genuine pleasure to be able to 
participate in your program and to see the growing regard for and attention being 
given to solving the problems of metropolitan weter control. 

The source of the Potomac River is in West Virginia—in that mountain area 
in a State which has been called the Father of Rivers. 

I trust that you will not feel that a West Virginian is again speaking too en- 
thusiastically about the hills of home. 

I am reminded of the day almost 22 years ago, as the Representative from the 
Second District of West Virginia when I first addressed this question before what 
was then the Potomac Valley Joint Conference on River Pollution. It was out 
of this conference that the compact of your present Commission was developed. 
As a member and chairman of the House Committee on the District of Columbia 
during the 14 years of my service in that body, I had the privilege of being one 
of the originators of the compact. 

At that time, Congress and the people of the Nation as a whole were just begin- 
ning to awaken to the growing need for pollution abatement planning for our 
streams and rivers. We had finally begun to realize that our water resources— 
just as our resources of forest and land—must be conserved and treasured if we 
are not to make of Nature’s bounty a human wasteland. 

Considerable progress has been made in this field during the past two decades 
or more; and in the Potomac River Basin much of the credit for this progress 
belongs to the Interstate Commission. With a small staff and limited financial 
resources, the Commission has shown what can be achieved through cooperative 
effort and a well-organized educational and publicity program. 

Yet, much remains to be done. With the growing population pressure and 
industrial development within the Potomac River Basin, and with the increasing 
needs of the metropolitan area of Washington, we find ourselves on the sort of 
treadmill where we must run merely to remain in the same place. 

For example, in 1937 the Potomac Basin area of approximately 14,000 square 
miles held a population of 1% million people. Today the population of the basin 
area is slightly more than 3 million, while the problems of industrial and urban 
waste have correspondingly increased. 

During the same period, the population of Metropolitan Washington has also 
more than doubled. According to a recent statement of Mr. Murray Stein of the 
U.S. Public Health Service, from 1944 to 1952 the population of the area increased 
44 percent and Potomac pollution increased 45 percent. From 1952 to 1956, the 
population rose 9 percent and the pollution gained only 1 percent. 

Thus, although the rate of pollution increase has lessened, the absolute amount 
of pollution continues to grow—and this in spite of the installation in recent years 
of sewage treatment plants by the city of Alexandria and by Arlington and Fairfax 
Counties. Nor do these figures tell the whole story; a degree of pollution which 
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may be tolerable for a given population becomes intolerable as the population 
increases—especially during dry months when the river is down and domestic 
consumption is up. 

For too long now, the residents of Washington, visitors from other States, as 
well as our friends from afar, have been subjected in dry, summer weather to the 
stench of the noxious wastes of the Potomac—and this in the heart of the Capital 
of the most prosperous Nation in the world. 

Although much progress has been made, especially in the last 10 years—as Dr. 
Abel Wolman has pointed out in his most recent study of the water resources 

roblem of the Potomac River Basin—industrial and urban expansion of the basin, 
and the public demand for a healthier environment, present us with a continuing 
challenge. 

Dr. Wolman further states that one of the most serious pollution problems stems 
from the acid mine drainage in the coalfields areas of the upper Potomac. Asa 
Senator from West Virginia, I am, of course, acutely aware of this problem and of 
its chief cause—that is, the problem of a sick and depressed industry which cannot 
afford to develop adequate facilities to control the drainage. 

This condition of the coal industry is due to the variety of such sources as the 
development of the new sources of power and automation within the industry 
itself. I offer this particular reference to illustrate the complexity of the web of 
relationships—physical, geographical, human, and economic—which enter into the 
problem that confronts us. 

The most serious pollution problem, however, and one which indicates the 
need for expanding the Commission’s responsibilities, is that of soil erosion and 
siltation. 

Although no actual measurements have been made, informed estimates place 
the annual amount of silt carried by the Potomac at 40 million cubic feet. Forty 
million cubic feet of earth—from the farms and forest lands of the basin—flow 
annually beneath the 14th Street Bridge—despoiling the banks, smothering the 
bottom life, and presenting a continual eyesore in the Nation’s Capital; not to 
mention the irrevocable loss this represents to the once rich lands of the basin. 
This presents a problem which reaches beyond the narrow limits of pollution 
abatement, as a restrictive practice, into the fields of forest management, farm- 
ing practices, urban and suburban housing developments, and highway con- 
struction, 

Finally, we must soon face the necessity of regulating the flow of the Potomac 
River itself. As mentioned earlier, the population of Metropolitan Washington 
has doubled in the past 20 years. 

It is estimated that, by 1980, our population will have reached 3% million— 
by 2000 A.D., 4.8 million—with a critical summertime consumption in the area 
of 700 million gallons per day in 1980 and 1 billion gallons per day in 2000 A.D. 

With a minimum flow of the river at Great Falls of 500 million gallons per day, 
one need not be a mathematical wizard to see the implications. During a severe 
drought all the water in the river would need to be diverted to the city—and this 
could happen within the next 10 years. 

This is a problem, incidentally, confronting not only the Washington area, but 
others as well. As was pointed out recently by Representative John Blatnik, 
chairman of the House Public Works Committee, our major national problem 
10 years hence will be that of maintaining and insuring an adequate supply of 
fresh water. Representative Blatnik and my distinguised colleagues, Senators 
Kerr and Monroney—both of Oklahoma—among others, have been in the fore- 
front of those who have pressed for increased Federal responsibility to avert an 
otherwise inevitable national crisis. 

A significant advance in this direction was achieved by the 84th Congress in 
passing Public Law 660 which, for the first time, made Federal funds available to 
States, interstate agencies, and local communities for the purpose of stimulating 
pollution-abatement programs and facilities. 

I was pleased to note also a recent announcement in the press that the ad- 
ministration is asking Congress to appropriate $500,000 this year to accelerate a 
comprehensive survey of Potomac River Basin resources. It is to be hoped that 
this request indicates a growing awareness on the part of the administration—as 
well as in the Congress—of the urgency of the problem. But, however important 
and necessary such a survey is, it will not solve the problem of one of the chief 
sources of pollution; that is, the towns and cities of the upper Potomac which do 
not have the funds—and cannot afford to borrow on the open market—to build 
their own sewage-treatment plants. 

It might be advisable, therefore, under some such plan as the community 
facilities bill, to augment the limited funds available under Public Law 660 by 
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providing Federal loans to communities in river basin areas for the specific purpose 
of sewage treatment plants. In addition, thought should be given to the feasjbjj- 
ity of offering tax benefits to industries to stimulate their development of treat. 
ment plants for industrial wastage. 

I offer these suggestions, not in the sense of presenting a program, but merely 
to indicate the continuing need for exploring the range and function of Federa] 
responsibility. 

Surely there can be no question that this is a legitimate area of Federal interest 
The bare figures of the growth in per capita water consumption in the United 
States illustrate the point dramatically 

In 1900, the per capita use of water was 540 gallons per day; by 1940 this had 
increased to 1,020 gallons per day; it is estimated that, by 1975 this figure wil] be 
more than doubled to 2,100 gallons per day for every man, woman, and child—or 
a total of approximately 450 billion gallons per dav. 

Though it becomes apparent that water resources control is a national prob- 
lem—and therefore enlists the Federal interest and responsibility—it is equally 
apparent that the Federal Government exercises no magic power over the problem. 

Indeed, the very complexity of the problem and the variety of regional condi- 
tions call for the solution in other than Federal terms. 

There are, at present, no less than 22 Federal agencies from the various depart- 
ments and independent administrative bodies which are active in the field of 
water resources conservation, planning, and development. Such are the conely- 
sions of the recent study by Dr. Wolman and his associates, conducted under the 
authorization of the Commission. 

However, in order to extend the range of the Commission’s functions and 
responsibilities, it will be necessary not only to remove the annual budgetary 
ceiling of $30,000, but also to pass new enabling legislation revising the terms of 
the interstate compact. 

It has been suggested in the previously mentioned report that the terms of the 
compact be extended to provide for a conservancy district which will serve “the 
purposes of supporting and coordinating the activities of Federal, State, local 
and private agencies, groups, and interests concerned with the wise and full use 
of the water and associated land resources of the interstate stream, and for the 
purpose of assisting such agencies, groups, and interests by sponsoring research 
and special investigations, by holding meetings and conferences to deal with 
problems and subjects of common interest, and by the dissemination of infor- 
mation.”’ 

The original Commission on the Potomac River Basin has done yeoman service 
in the pioneering of pollution abatement on a regional basis. We have, however, 
now arrived at a new phase of development—-not only in the problems presented, 
but also in terms of our approach to the solution of these problems. It is time 
therefore, that the compact for the Potomac River Basin be revised so that we 
might bring to full fruition the economic and recreational—the natural and 
human resources of the river basin—and so that we might restore the Potomac 
itself to a river worthy of the Nation’s Capital. 

I would be pleased to cooperate in working for the enabling act necessary for 
this next development in the resources of the Potomac River Basin. i 


Senator Ranpotex. Mr. Chairman, thanks for allowing me to 
present certain ideas which I have on this subject. You have my 
vigorous support of the principles embodied in the two measures 
which form the background for this hearing. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator. 

The chairman will give the reporter a brief statement which will 
go in at the beginning of this hearing for the record. 

The Senator from Minnesota is the joint author of a bill similar 
to H.R. 3610. Does he have any statements? 

Senator McCartuy. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I see the distinguished Member of the House from 
Minnesota, John Blatnik, who probably has worked as hard and 
done as much, if not more than anybody else in this Congress on this 
general legislation. 

Do you have a statement that you want to make, Congressman? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BLATNIK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Buatnik. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have no prepared statement. If I may have permission to submit 
a statement for the record, I will be here to answer any questions 
that may come up. 
I appreciate very much the personal consideration extended me, 
to call on me first, but there are outside witnesses and I would be 
glad to yield, Mr. ‘Chairman, that we may accommodate these men 
ah have traveled some distance to be here. 
Senator Kerr. Fine. Will you come up here and have a seat with 
the committee, Congressman? 
Then we will hear from Elliot Richardson, Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 


STATEMENT OF ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of Secretary 
Flemming, who could not be here this morning, | want to thank the 
committee for this opportunity to appear in connection with your 
consideration of H.R. 3610 and S. 805. 

At the outset, | would like to express the Secretary’s regret that he 
was unable to be present today to state personally his own strong 
convictions as to the importance of the problem you are considering 
and the proper Federal role in solving this problem. He has asked 
me to present the following statement of the Department’s views. 

The Department of Health, Education, and W elfare has taken 
seriously its responsibilities under the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act, and I am sure we all agree on the growing importance of 
water in our national life and economy. 

The Senate has already exercised leadership in creating the Senate 
Select Committee on Water Resources to look ahead to water needs 
of the Nation for the next 20 years and to guide future water policies. 

The critical urgency of the problem is evident in recent water-use 
figures. During ‘the period 1950-57, while our population increased 

12% percent, the total fresh water used increased 57 percent. Where 
we now use 270 billion gallons of water per day, by 1980 we will need 
600 billion gallons per day—more than double our present require- 
ments. For the major part of these burgeoning needs we must depend 
on surface streams to produce the food we eat, the clothing we wear, 
the things we use. 

We must keep in mind, also, the irreplaceable value of clean waters 
for recreation and the conservation of our great aquatic and wildlife 
resources. Recreation is vitally important to the public health and 
welfare. 

Although various plans are being explored to meet demands for 
water, a most practical means is to clean up our streams and keep 
them clean. For 40 years we have been dumping more pollution into 
the surface waters of the Nation than we have been removing through 
waste treatment. 
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Clearly this situation calls for concerted action on the part of the 
Federal, State, and local governments, and private groups. 

Here are some of the things that we believe the Federal Government 
should do: 

The Federal Government should take the lead in focusing citizen 
attention on the importance and seriousness of the Nation’s water 
problems. 

The President’s Water Pollution Control Advisory Board has re- 
peatedly emphasized the need for increased public awareness. We 
should leave no stone unturned to arouse the citizens of the Nation 
to the point where they will insist on action on the part of government 
at all levels and also on the part of private groups. Such public 
interest should recognize all water uses and interests—public health, 
recreation, domestic supply, industry, agriculture, and fish and wildlife. 

2. The Federal Government should "be in a position where it can 
Fos a comprehensive and agreed-upon plan that will indicate 
clearly the goals that need to be reached. 

The problem of pollution in our streams is of such magnitude that 
only through sound planning can we hope to solve it. Clear-cut 
plans for action must be developed which make clear to all levels of 
government and to private organizations just what each needs to do, 
step by step. Here again the Federal Government must assume the 
leadership role. 

Progress is being made under the provisions of the Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1956. For example: 

(a) Pollution control needs have been outlined for each of the 
major river basins of the Nation. Further development and refine- 
ment of these plans are underway. 

(6) A national water-sampling network has been established to 
observe what is happening to the quality of the waters in our major 
interstate streams. This cooperative activity is being extended by 
the States to provide, eventually, information on the quality of all 
the Nation’s major water resources, both intrastate and interstate, 
so that we will know accurately the areas in which progress is adequate 
as well as those where it is not. 

(c) State regulatory machinery for the control of pollution is much 
improved and on a more uniform basis throughout the Nation as a 
result of plans and model laws developed by the Public Health 
Service. Some 35 States have improved their basic legislation, and 
State appropriations, in the aggregate, have increased by more than 
40 percent. 

The Federal Government should carry on significant research in 
water pollution and should also be in a position to stimulate related 
research on the part of State agencies, colleges and universities, in- 
dustry and private groups. 

It is clear that a great deal more research needs to be carried on 
before we can fully understand the magnitude of water pollution and 
before we can devise practical steps to abate it. 

Today we are dealing with complex new types of chemical contami- 
nants and radioactive wastes, as well as massive problems in the older 
organic and bacterial forms of pollution. We can be sure that future 
problems must deal with increased quantities of all wastes, both old 
and new, adding to research headaches. 
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We must depend upon scientific knowledge to close the gaps be- 
tween the behavior of the new contaminants in streams, their relation- 
ship to natural stream purification phenomena, and their effects, 
singly and in combination, on aquatic life and on municipal, agri- 
cultural, and industrial w ater supplies. 

Through the Robert A. Taft Sanitary Engineering Center at 
Cincinnati we have established a nationally recognized research 
facility and the scientific staff there is moving forw ard i in this area. 

4. The Federal Government should recognize the important role 
that financial incentives can play in accelerating the construction of 
waste disposal plants and should encourage and help the States 

rovide these incentives. 

We have seen the pollution nuisance grow beyond the capabilities 
of local governments to handle alone. 

We all agree that the construction of waste treatment works has 
not kept up with the needs. I recognize that a major purpose of the 
bill now under consideration by this committee is to mike available 
additional funds which the Federal Government could use to provide 
municipalities with financial assistance in the construction of waste 
disposal plants. 

In his state of the Union message, the President recommended 
that we deal with this aspect of the problem in a different manner. 
He proposed that there be made available to the States some revenues 
that the Federal Government is now collecting, with the understand- 
ing that the States would use these revenues to assist their municipali- 
ties in the construction of waste disposal plants. 

Senator Kerr. Now, Mr. Richardson, are you or is the repre- 
sentative of the Bureau of the Budget best prepared to discuss such 
suggestion? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. I think the representative of the Bureau of the 
Budget is better prepared to testify to the specific terms of the pro- 
posal and the mechanism by which revenues would be made available 
to the States. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Hughes, I believe, is here? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The President believes that such a course of action would constitute 
a significant step in the direction of dealing with this problem and 
also in the direction of strengthening our State governments. We feel 
that as a nation we must do more than we have done up to the present 
time to put State governments in a position where they can deal 
directly with the municipalities on pollution control. 

5. The Federal Government should have the authority to step in 
and direct action to clean up our streams whenever the interests of 
more than one State are involved. 

We believe that the enforcement provisions of the present act rest 
on a solid foundation, and the Water Pollution Control Advisory 
Board at its recent meeting commended the progress made in enforce- 
ment this year. We intend to do ev erything possible to see to it 
that both the letter and spirit of enforcement provisions are carried 
out in a vigorous manner; let the chips fall where they may. 

For example, last week the first Federal enforcement action to 
control contamination of interstate waterways by radioactive wastes 
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reached a successful voluntary agreement. As a result, operators of g 
uranium mill at Durango, Colo., will take immediate steps to prevent 
radium from being discharged into the Animas River, which flows 
from Colorado to New Mexico. 

Next week a six-member hearing board appointed by Secretary 
Flemming will look into and make recommendations concerning pol- 
lution of the Missouri River by St. Joseph, Mo., and industries near 
that city. 

In April this year the Secretary signed the first cease-and-desist 
notice under the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act. This notice directed Sioux City, Iowa, and 10 meatpacking 
establishments in that city to cease discharging sewage, industrial, 
and other untreated wastes into the Missouri River. 

For the reasons I have indicated, Mr. Chairman, we cannot support 
the proposal in S. 805 and H.R. 3610 for increasing the levels of con- 
struction grants. We can support, however, the objective that is 
incorporated in this provision. We believe there is another path 
that can be traveled in order to achieve this objective, a path that is 
completely consistent with out philosophy of Federal-State relations. 

Early in April of this year in our continuing efforts to improve our 
administration of this important program, we elevated water pollu- 
tion control in the Public Health Service to a “Division” status. We 
do not believe the creation of a separate Office of Water Pollution 
Control outside of the Public Health Service, as proposed in S. 805, 
would strengthen this program. 

As a matter of fact, we believe it would tend to isolate the activity 
from the strong support it now receives from the vast Public Health 
Service field and research organization. 

The Water Pollution Control Advisory Board recommended last 
year that water pollution control remain in the Public Health Service, 
and at its meeting last month expressed appreciation of our April 
action and recommended that the new status of the program be given 
a fair trial before other changes are considered. 

With the exceptions above noted, we support all of the objectives 
and methods that have been supported by this committee in order to 
deal with this all-important issue. 

We also share the conviction of this committee that this problem of 
water pollution control is so important to the welfare of our Nation 
that action and not words should characterize the approach of all 
public and private groups to solution of the problem. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to introduce Mr. Gordon E. McCallum who accom- 
panies me, who is chief of the water pollution control program of the 
Public Health Service. 

Senator Kurr. Does he have a statement? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. No; he does not have a prepared statement, but 
he would be prepared to answer any questions. 

Senator Kurr. He will be prepared to answer any questions we 
want to ask you? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes, sir; that I cannot answer and that are of a 
factual character dealing with the program. 

Senator Kerr. I will see if the committee has any questions. 

Senator McCarrtuy. Mr. Chairman, I have a question about the 
philosophy of the administration, if that is in order. 
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At page 6 of your statement, you point out that you believe what 
you are pursuing here is consistent with the philosophy of Federal- 
State relations. 

Earlier in your remarks you make the point that Federal incentive 
has been effective in bringing about action on the part of the States 
and local communities, and, as I understand, you believe this incentive 
should be continued; but instead of having the incentive provided— 
similar to what it is in this bill—you say what we should do is earmark 
certain taxes now collected by the Federal Government and these 
taxes in turn be made available to the States, and this to provide the 
incentive. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes, Senator; that is a fair statement of our 
position. 

Senator McCartuy. What is the difference in philosophy between 
the two approaches? To have the Federal Government collect the 
money and make it available through a program of this kind or have 
the Federal Government say, ‘‘We will earmark this money for collec- 
tion by the States and thereby provide the money in effect through 
Federal action which will then stimulate the State’’? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Perhaps it would clarify the matter a little, 
Senator, if I comment briefly on your use of the phrase “‘earmark the 
money.” 

Actually, what the legislation would do is to reduce the level of the 
present Federal telephone tax on the condition that the States would 
impose a tax on the telephone service equivalent to the reduction by 
the Federal Government so that the revenue thereby released in 
effect by the Federal Government would be collected directly by the 
States themselves. 

Senator McCartny. But you would require them to use it for this 
purpose? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. No; we would not. We have not felt that there 
was any constitutional manner in which this could be required as a 
condition to the release of the funds by the Federal Government. 
What we would be doing, in essence, is to say the Federal Government 
should withdraw from grants to the States or, rather, to their munici- 
palities, and instead the States should be put in a position to levy their 
own taxes to be used for this purpose and for vocational education. 

Senator McCartruy. We have no assurance they would use the 
money for this purpose, for this objective. which you think is a 
desirable one? ' 

Mr. Ricnuarpson. We would have no guarantee of it; no, Senator. 
We could only exert the most effective persuasive force we were capable 
of. We could only hope that by the terms of the purpose clause of the 
legislation and the legislative history making the funds available, that 
the States would feel a moral obligation in effect to use it for this pur- 
pose and for vocational education. 

Senator McCartuy. In your opinion the States would be more 
likely to respond to a program such as is included in this bill than they 
would be to appeal to the approach you are recommending? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. We would make available a larger amount of 
total revenues to them than is made available to them under the 
present legislation for vocational education and waste treatment con- 
struction, but the main purpose we would serve is a philosophy of 
Federal-State relations. This would be done by withdrawing from a 
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direct Federal relationship with municipalities, and to substitute 
instead the means by which the States can assume a responsibility 
themselves, toward their municipalities. And we think we would be 
strengthening the role of State governments by so doing, partly for its 
significance in this particular program, but also, in effect, as a symbol 
of the ability of the United States to withdraw from an area in which 
it has become involved. We think in the long run the strength of 
State governments depends upon the ability of the Federal Govern- 
ment to move from time to time into areas of need, but then to move 
out of them. And we think that unless specific steps can be taken to 
show the ability of the Federal Government to withdraw a field it 
has once entered, the only long-run consequence is going to be in- 
creasingly to enlarge the Federal role at the expense of the States, 

Senator McCartuy. You wouldn’t say they have been in the field 
of water pollution control very long, have they? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. No; in the case of this program, the rationale, 
I think, of selecting it for withdrawal by the Federal Government is 
not so much that it has become established and proven its value in 
stimulating State action, as has been true of the vocational education 
program, but rather that here—and this is the principal considera- 
tion—we have a direct Federal-municipal relationship bypassing the 
States, with the exception of an approval function, that we think was 
not appropriate for Federal action in the first instance. 

Senator McCarruy. You didn’t want to get into this, but you have 
gotten into it a little bit and it is working pretty well and you think 
we ought to get out of it? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes. Although we don’t question that it is 
working well, that it is serving its purpose, we say that this purpose 
can equally or better be served through making a larger amount of 
revenues available through the telephone tax and at the same time 
we will serve the purpose of putting the State responsibility where it 
belongs. 

Senator McCartuy. You agree with me, if we were to follow the 
recommendation, there would be a gap in the program and it would 
take 2 or 3 years before necessary adjustments could be made by 
way of first getting action here in the Congress to give up this source 
of revenue and then to have the enabling legislation and administra- 
tive adjustments that would be necessary at the State level and at the 
municipal level in order to accommodate this new approach. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Well, I think, Senator, that Congress might 
well wish to consider what kind of transitional provisions ought to be 
in the legislation if it accepts the principle of the legislation. 

As written, it has an effective date of June 30, 1960, and it was con- 
templated that if it could be acted on promptly in this session of the 
Congress 

Senator McCartuy. The State legislatures will not meet until 1961. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I think that is true in many cases. 

Senator McCartuy. I have no more questions. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Richardson, the legislation now on the books 
goes back to 1948, I believe; Public Law 845, Water Pollution Control 
Act was first passed then. 

In 1956 the Congress tried to improve the program by passing the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 
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As their primary basis on which the action of the Federal Govern- 
ment, in getting into this program of the abatement of pollution in 
streams in our country—and I am referring to its basis for its being a 
Federal program—what is the basis for the Federal Government 
moving into the field of pollution abatement? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think in answer to that 
question it is important to distinguish between some of the objectives 
of the legislation enacted in 1956. Among those objectives is, first, 
the strengthening of water pollution control measures. 

Senator Kerr. Is there any other governmental authority in this 
country that can operate in that field effectively than the Federal 
Government? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. No, Mr. Chairman, I think not. There could 
be, of course, some action, and there is some action through interstate 
compacts which are approved by the Congress, but certainly no single 
Government agency can act in that field outside the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator Kerr. Is that field of interstate compacts one that con- 
templates agreement with reference to what each State would do 
within its own jurisdiction, or does that go to the extent of permitting 
one State to move into another State’s control or stop abatement 
there which is threatening the other States? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Certainly there would be limited performance. 

Senator Kerr. The whole field of abatement of water pollution 
literally screams for continued action by the Federal Government, 
doesn’t it? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The field, as such, certainly, Mr. Chairman. 

We don’t for a moment question that there is and should be a role 
for vigorous action by the Federal Government in this field. 

Senator Kerr. Is the purpose of the administration to limit that 
action to police action only? 

Mr. Ricuwarpson. No, Mr. Chairman; although we believe it 
should include police action initiated by the holding of conferences, 
possibly leading to voluntary action. 

Senator Kerr. The holding of conferences would be policy con- 
ferences? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The procedure under the act contemplates, Mr. 
Chairman, that as an initial step there would be held such a confer- 
ence. If that conference does not lead to agreement, then the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare is empowered to call a public 
hearing and to base on that public hearing a cease and desist notice 
to any party found responsible for pollution, and if that notice is not 
observed then the Attorney General would have the authority to bring 
legal action in the courts. 

Senator Kerr. Of course, you are referring there to provisions of 
existing law. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. 

Senator Kurr. Is the administration too naive as to think that if all 
incentive in the form of Federal grants were terminated and thereby 
no longer were available that the program of abatement of pollution 
would be speeded up? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Mr. Chairman, if we were to propose merely the 
termination of the existing grant program without at the same time 
providing additional funds for this purpose, we would agree that the 
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result could only be the reduction in the total volume of waste treat- 
ment works construction. But in fact, we are not proposing that, 
We are proposing to make available revenues in a larger amount than 
are made available through grants today, which would be available 
for use in the construction of sewage treatment plants. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Richardson, who is the author of the thought 
that termination of a tax by the Federal Government constitutes 
making money available to a State? Who is the author of that 
thought? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The tax by the Federal Government would be 
discontinued conditionally upon its being levied by the State. 

Senator Kerr. Don’t you know the Federal Government has 
already terminated effective June 30, 1960, the excise tax on domestic 
telephone use in this country? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. I do, Mr. Chairman. That action, however, 
was taken subsequent to the recommendations by the Federal-State 
Action Committee that led to the legislation providing for the return 
of part of the tax. 

Senator Kmrr. However, it was prior to your recommendation here 
today? 

Mr. RicHarpson. My recommendation today, Mr. Chairman, is 
based on the decision taken by the President and expressed in his 
budget message of this year and reflected in the legislation submitted 
by the administration. 

Senator Kerr. I know, but your recommendation today is being 
made subsequent to that action by the Federal Government whereby 
this tax has already been given a termination date. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Well, I suppose, Mr. Chairman, that in order to 
follow through with the recommendations submitted in the present 
legislation—the present legislative proposal—it would be necessary 
to continue that tax ‘ole ca 30, 1960, as many of the excise taxes 
have been continued. 

Senator Kerr. Well, why doesn’t the President recommend that 
we make available to the States some $7 billion which figure represents 
the amount of tax reduction that went into effect under the Revenue 
Act of 1951 and became effective in 1953 and 1954? They could get 
a lot more money out of that $7 billion, than they could out of this 
$330 million, couldn’t they? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I dare say, Mr. Chairman, that many of them 
have availed themselves of the opportunity to increase their tax 
revenues through 

Senator Kurr. Well, if they have, if they have already done that, 
why should we tell them then to get it out of this other revenue? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Well, in this instance, Mr. Chairman, we are 
proposing to withdraw from two fields in which the Federal Govern- 
ment is now making funds available to the States through grant-in-aid 
programs 

Senator Kerr. Say that again. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. In the particular context under discussion here, 
we are proposing to terminate two grant-in-aid programs 

Senator Kerr. Which are what? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The program for assistance to vocational educa- 
tion and the waste treatment construction program under the Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1956. 
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Senator Kerr. Out of revenues which, insofar as the States are 
concerned, are purely nonexistent? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. At the present time, but as I have said, the legisla- 
tion submitted in May providing for a conditional reduction of tele- 
phone tax would reduce that tax only if the States picked it up. 

Now, to be sure, if the law expires on June 30, 1960, there is no 
revenue to make available. 

Senator Kerr. The law doesn’t expire. The law has been passed 
whereby the tax expires. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I mean, if the tax expires. 

But if the Congress agreed in the philosophy expressed in the 
President’s bill and in the philosophy recommended by the 11 Gover- 
nors and 7 Federal officials who constitute the Federal-State Action 
Committee, then presumably the Congress could choose to continue 
that tax, or it could earmark some other tax. 

Senator Kerr. Where is the President’s bill? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The bill is pending before the Committee on 
Finance and the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Senator Kerr. The President’s bill, to terminate certain Federal 
taxes, if and when the States enact similar tax laws to finance these 
two programs 

Mr. Ricuarpson. That is my understanding, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if you would furnish this committee a 
copy of it? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes; I would be glad to, Mr. Chairman. I 
have a copy here. 

Senator Kerr. Would you refer to it and see when it would become 
effective and with reference to how many States would have to do 
that? How many States would have to move in accordance with the 
provisions? 

(The proposal requested is as follows:) 

EXEcUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 


BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 14, 1959. 





Hon. Sam RayBurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Speaker: In accordance with the expressed intentions of the 
President’s budget message for 1960, there is attached a draft of proposed legisla- 
tion to effectuate certain recommendations of the Joint Federal-State Action 
Committee which would discontinue Federal grants for vocational education and 
waste treatment works construction and adjust Federal revenue laws so the 
— can assume full responsibility for these programs starting in the fiscal year 

On May 13, 1958, the President wrote to you concerning similar reeommenda- 
tions made by the Joint Committee stating that they were designed to strengthen 
our Federal system of Government and that “‘Enactment at this time of Federal 
legislation would be an encouraging step in the effort to strengthen State govern- 
ments, by restoring to them specific functions in fields which are traditionally 
their responsibility.” 

Shortly thereafter, the Governors’ Conference in a resolution of May 21, 1958, 
suggested some modification of the Joint Committee’s tax proposal “to insure that 
the revenue source made available to each State is substantially equivalent to the 
costs of the functions assumed.” 

Subsequently, the Joint Committee submitted a revised proposal to accomplish 
this objective. The recommended financial arrangement, which appears in the 
attached draft legislation, combining a tax credit and a Treasury grant for 5 years, 
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will provide the States with the fiscal capacity to continue and, if desired, to 
expand this as well as other programs. 
Sincerely yours, 


Maurice H. Stans, Director. 


A BILL To discontinue Federal grants for vocational education and for construction of waste treatment 
facilities, and to reduce the Federal excise tax on local telephone service to assist the States in assuming 
financial responsibility for these programs 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “First Strength- 
ening of State Governments Act.’’ 

“Src. 2. DECLARATION OF POLICY. 

Whereas our system of Federalism requires strong and responsive State and 
local governments; and 

Whereas unnecessary continuation of Federal grants-in-aid to State and local 
governments tends to place undue restraint upon their ability to govern their 
own affairs; and 

Whereas some of these grant-in-aid programs appear to have fulfilled their 
stimulative role in connection with a specific national interest and need; and 

Whereas the Joint Federal-State Action Committee, established at the sug- 
gestion of the President of the United States and organized in concurrence with 
the Governors’ Conference, has recommended that the States assume complete 
responsibility for vocational education and waste treatment plant construction; 
and 

Whereas this same Committee has recommended that there be a simultaneous 
relinquishment of a portion of the Federal tax on local telephone service in suffi- 
cient amount to insure that there will be no impairment of these programs and to 
assure their continued growth, if necessary, under State government administra- 
tion and control; and 

Whereas the President of the United States has recommended to the Congress 
that these recommendations of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee be 
adopted: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Congress hereby declares it to be national policy that such 
transfer of revenues and functions be effectuated to the end that State and local 
governments shall be strengthened and necessary public services improved. 

Sec. 3. Section 4251 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by 
inserting ‘‘(a) Tax.—’’ immediately preceding the expression ‘‘There is hereby 
imposed”’. 

Sec. 4. Section 4251 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

““(b) RATE REDUCTION.—The tax imposed by subsection (a) on amounts paid 
on or after July 1, 1965, for general telephone service rendered on or after such 
date shall be at the rate of 6 percent, except that such rate shall not apply in respect 
of amounts paid pursuant to bills rendered before July 1, 1965.” _ 

Src. 5. Subchapter B of chapter 33 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 4255. CREDIT AGAINST FEDERAL TAX IF STATE TAX IMPOSED. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—If, under a State law approved by the Secretary or his 
delegate, a tax is imposed on amounts paid for general telephone service (as de- 
fined in section 4252(a)), there shall be credited against the tax under section 
4251(a) (computed without regard to this section) on any such amount the lesser 
of the following amounts: 

““(1) The amount by which (A) the State tax, under an approved State 
law, imposed on or after the date of enactment of this section on an amount 
paid for such general telephone service plus any comparable State tax im- 
posed on or after such date on such amount, exceeds (B) the maximum 
amount of any such taxes which would have been imposed on such amount 
if paid on any day after December 31, 1958, and prior to the date of enact- 
ment of this section, but not in excess of the State tax imposed under an 
approved State law, or 

(2) 30 percent of the amount of such tax under section 4251 (a). 

““(b) APPROVAL OF STATE LAW.—The Secretary or his delegate shall approve 
any State law submitted to him, within 30 days of such submission, which he 
finds meets the following specifications: 

“(1) The State law imposes a tax on amounts paid for general telephone 
service, as defined in section 4252(a), rendered before July 1, 1965, measured 
by the amount paid for such service, 
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(2) The State law provides that such tax shall be paid by the person 
paying for such service, and 
(3) The State law provides that such tax shall be collected and paid 
over to the State by the person receiving the payment for such service. 
“The Secretary or his delegate shall, upon approving such State law, notify the 
Governor of the State of his approval. Such approval shall be effective, for 
urposes of subsection (a), with respect to amounts paid, on or after the first 
day of the first calendar quarter which begins more than 30 days after the date 
of such notice to the Governor of the State, pursuant to bills rendered on or after 
such first day for services rendered on or after such first day. However, such 
approval shall not be effective, for purposes of subsection (a), with respect to 
amounts paid, on or after the first day of the first calendar month which begins 
more than 30 days after the date of notice to the Governor of the State that 
such approval is withdrawn, pursuant to bills rendered on or after such first day 
for services rendered on or after such first day. 

“(c) WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.—The Secretary or his delegate shall with- 
draw his approval of any State law upon a finding by him, after reasonable notice 
and opportunity for hearing to the proper State agency, that such State law, by 
reason of amendment, interpretation, or otherwise, does not meet the specifica- 
tions prescribed in subsection (b). 

“(d) CHANGE IN STATE LAW.—In the event that the State law is amended, it 
shall be incumbent upon the Governor of the State to submit such State law to 
the Secretary or his delegate for his approval as provided in subsection (b). 

“(e) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—The provisions of this section shall not be ap- 
plicable with respect to tax imposed under section 4251 at the rate provided for 
in subsection (b) of such section.”’ 

Src. 6. The following Acts (and parts of Acts) are hereby repealed: 

(a) The Act entitled “Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act’’, approved 
February 23, 1917 (39 Stat. 929, ch. 114); 

(b) The Act entitled “‘An Act to provide for the further development of voca- 
tional education in the several States and Territories’’, approved June 8, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1488, ch. 541): 

(c) The Act entitled ‘‘Vocational Education Act of 1946’’, approved August 1, 
1946 (60 Stat. 775, ch. 725); 

(d) The fishery trade amendment of 1956 (70 Stat. 1126, sec. 2) of the Act 
entitled ‘‘Vocational Education Act of 1946’; 

(e) Section 6 of the Act entitled ‘Federal Water Pollution Control Act’, ap- 
proved July 9, 1956 (70 Stat. 502) ; 

(f) Title III of the Act entitled “Health Amendments Act of 1956’, approved 
August 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 925); 

(g) Vocational education grants to Territories and possessions contained in 
the following Acts: (1) Act March 10, 1924, Public Law 35, Sixty-eighth Congress 
(43 Stat. 18); (2) Act March 3, 1931, Public Law 791, Seventy-first Congress 
(46 Stat. 1489); (3) Act March 18, 1950, Public Law 462, Eighty-first Congress 
(64 Stat. 27); and (4) section 9 of the Act of August 1, 1956, Public Law 896, 
Kighty-fourth Congress (70 Stat. 910). 

Sec. 7. There is hereby appropriated out of any moneys in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated an amount determined by the Secretary of the Treasury 
to be equivalent to 10 percent of the taxes payable under section 4251 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (before allowance of the credit for State taxes 
provided under section 4255 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) on general 
telephone service rendered during each of the fiscal years 1961 through 1965. The 
amount so appropriated shall be utilized by the Secretary of the Treasury, in the 
manner provided in this section, to equalize the revenues made available to the 
States to assist them in financing the expenditure programs repealed by section 5 
of this Act. 

(b) The Secretary of vhe Treasury shall distribute equalization payments to 
certain States for the fiscal year 1961 and for each of the four succeeding fiscal 
years. Such payments shall be made to those States in which the taxes which 
would be collected from a State tax on amounts paid for general telephone service, 
as defined in subsection (c), would amount to less than the amount of the base 
period allotment as defined in subsection (c). The amount of such equalization 
payments to each State shall be equal to the excess of the base period allotment 
over the amounts which would be collected from such a tax for the respective 
fiscal year. 

(c) As used in this section: (1) Each State’s base period allotment shall mean 
the average of its allotments for the fiscal years 1958 and 1959 under the Acts 
(and parts of Acts) repealed by section 5; (2). the amount of taxes which would 











24 WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 


be collected from a State tax on amounts paid for general telephone service shal] 
mean the amount which would be collected from a tax on general telephone service 
if it were imposed under a State law meeting the requirements of section 4255(b) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 at a rate corresponding to 30 percent of 


the rate of such tax imposed under section 4251(a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954. 


(d) The Secretary of the Treasury shall distribute the remainder of the amounts 
appropriated by this section to the States for fiscal year 1961 and for each of 
the four succeeding fiscal years in proportion to their base period allotments, 
subject, however, to the limitation contained in subsection (e). 

(e) The Secretary of the Treasury shall make no payments to any State in 
which the amount of the taxes which would be collected from a State tax on 
amounts paid for general telephone service, as defined in subsection (c), with- 
out any payments pursuant to subsections (b) and (d), exceed each such State’s 
base period allotment, as defined in subsection (c), by at least as great a per- 
centage as the amounts distributed to the other States under subsection (d). 

(f) During fiscal year 1961 and during each of the four succeeding fiscal years, 
the Secretary of the Treasury may make partial payments to the States on 
account of amounts determined by him to be payable to the several States under 
this Act for each such year, but final distributions for each such year shall be 
completed within 180 days of its close. 

Sec. 8. This Act shall take effect on July 1, 1960. 


Mr. Ricuarpson. The legistation provides for a period of time 
within which the States can act. 

Well, I am not clear about that, Mr. Chairman. The effective date 
of the legislation in any case, as drawn, would be June 30, 1960. 

Senator Kerr. That would be the time in which all of the States 
would have to enact legislation imposing those taxes? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Of course, they could have 
an additional period of time after that in which to enact their legisla- 
tion imposing a tax on local telephone service, and effective upon their 
enactment of such legislation, the Federal tax would to that extent 
be ended. 

Senator Kerr. The Federal tax would terminate in a State on the 
date that the State tax was effective? 

Mr. RicHarpson. That is my understanding, Mr. Chairman 
Perhaps I should ask Mr Hughes if I am right in that. 

Mr. Huaues. I believe that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Whose lawyer is it, the Health, Education, and 
Welfare, or the Bureau of the Budget’s who says you can have a 
Federal tax applicable in some States and not in others at the same 
time? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Most of the work on the legislation itself was 
done in the Treasury, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Well, Mr. Richardson, I want to tell you publicly 
I have great respect for you. I have observed you before committees 
on which I have served for many years and you have always been 
forthright, able and sincere in your presentation. 

I don’t want to ask you any questions, but I just want to say pub- 
licly that I sincerely sympathize with you when I find you in the 
posture of going through a pantomine such as that in which you are 
now compelled to be a public actor. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your sympathy, but 
I can only say I appear here in behalf of a position very sincerely 
held by the administration. 

Senator Kerr. I am sure of that. I am sure of that. That is 
what I was saying. 
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Mr. Ricuarpson. I didn’t appreciate the recognition of that fact 
jn your observation about my position, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. The chairman is reminded of a monument I believe 
on the battlefield of Thermopylae. I see my great friend, Senator 
Young, smiling over there and I know he knows what I am thinking 
about and if I make an error I want him to correct it. 

I believe that was the battlefield on which all of the defenders were 
killed. I think the monument has these words on it: “Stranger, bear 
this message to the Spartans, that we lie here obedient to their laws.” 

Mr. Ricuarpson. A noble sentiment. 

Senator Kerr. Are there other questions of this witness? 

Senator Cooper. I too have heard the witness testify many 
times on our Committee on Education and Public Welfare, and the 
Labor Committee. We have always found him to be forthright; 
he is sincere in his proposals and I think that is the judgment of all 
of us who have heard him on the Labor Committee. 

This is a field which is new to me. I don’t understand all of the 
problems involved. This is the first time I have served on this 
committee for many years, but I believe our witness is presenting a 
sincere and honest viewpoint. 

Senator Kerr. I must say that I was listening very carefully to 
what the witness said and I believe I understand what he meant 
when he said, “‘I appear here to express the sincere convictions of 
the administration.”’ 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, you have never questioned 
the sincerity of anyone in this administration; you have just ques- 
tioned their judgement. 

Senator Kerr. That is saying it just as effectively and with an 
ingredient of kindness which the chairman appreciates at all times. 

Are there any further questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Richardson. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you for this opportunity to appear. 

Senator Kerr. I want to place into the record a statement of the 
Department of Labor, the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, the Bureau of the Budget, at the beginning of the hearing, 
and at this point in the hearing a statement of Senator Hubert 
Humphrey, who was here, and who had to leave, and a statement by 
Senator Neuberger, and Mr. Hugh Patterson. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:). 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 14, 1959. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Commitiee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: This is in further reply to your request for this Depart- 
ment’s comments on 8. 805, a bill to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act to increase grants for construction of sewage treatment works; to establish 
the Office of Water Pollution Control; and for other purposes. 

We note with approval that the bill provides in section 1(4) for application 
of prevailing wage rates as determined by the Secretary of Labor under the 
Davis-Bacon Act to the work of laborers and mechanics on the construction 
financed by Federal grants under section 6 of the act. As a matter of principle, 
however, this Department favors inclusion in the section of additional provisions 
which would secure to laborers and mechanics the payment of time and one-half 
for overtime work in excess of 8 hours in a day or 40 hours in a week. A similar 
provision is contained in title III of the Defense Housing and Community Facili- 
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ties Act of 1951, pertaining to construction financed in whole or part by Federal 
funds. The inclusion of a 40-hour weekly limit on work at straight time pay 
which is consistent with the Fair Labor Standards Act and the Walsh-Healey 
Public Contracts Act, would prevent the practice, which some contractors have 
adopted under the existing 8-hour laws, of working employees a 56-hour week of 
7 8-hour days without overtime payment. 

We also favor inclusion of a provision in the bill for application of Reorganiza- 
tion Plan 14 and Copeland Act authority to assure the same coordination of ep- 
forcement of the labor standards in this legislation as is now provided for the 
labor standards in comparable statutes, including the Davis-Bacon Act and the 
8-hour laws. Amendatory language that might be used to carry out these 
suggestions is enclosed. 

We prefer to leave comment on the other provisions of S. 805 to the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the agency which would be most directly 
concerned with its administration. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


James T. O’CoNNELL, 
Under Secretary of Labor. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 


Washington, June 12, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuatrrMan: This is in response to your request for reports on S. 805 
and S. 559, a bill to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase 
grants for construction of sewage treatment works; to establish the Office of 
Water Pollution Control; and for other purposes, and a bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act in order to increase certain amounts authorized 
therein for grants for sewage treatment works. 

S. 805 would amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by: 

(1) removing the $250,000 limitation on construction grants authorized 
by that act and substituting a $500,000 limitation; 

(2) authorizing the Surgeon General to make grants for joint projects of 
amounts which he determines to be reasonable and equitably allocated to 
each municipality served by the project on the basis of the community’s 
share of the cost of the project. Each community would be limited to 30 
percent of the eost or $500,000, whichever is less; 

(3) permitting a reallocation of grant funds from jurisdictions where such 
funds were not being used, to jurisdictions which have a backlog of applica- 
tions; 

(4) raising the amount authorized to be appropriated for construction 
grants from $50 million for each fiscal year to $100 million; 

(5) raising the aggregate amount authorized to be appropriated for con- 
struction grants from $500 million to $1 billion; and, 

(6) establishing an Office of Water Pollution Control within the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, to be headed by a Commissioner 
of Water Pollution Control and to which would be transferred all functions 
exercised by the officers of the Department under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

S. 599 would remove the $250,000 limitation on econstruction grants authorized 
by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and substitute a $500,000 limitation; 
and, raise the amount authorized to be appropriated for construction grants 
from $50 million for each fiscal year to $100 million for each fiscal year. 

While the proposed amendments of S. 805 revising ceilings on grants for joint 
projects serving more than one community and permitting reallocation of funds 
would provide greater program flexibility and would be desirable from that 
point of view, fundamental changes with respect to the basic framework of the 
program and its future sources of support have been recommended by the Joint 
Federal-State Action Committee. 

The Joint Federal-State Action Committee, composed of seven representatives 
of the executive branch appointed by the President and 10 Governors appointed 
by the Chairman of the Governors’ Conference, has reeommended the discon- 
tinuance of Federal construction grants for local waste-treatment facilities and 
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provision in lieu thereof of a tax credit to the States against the local telephone 
service tax for a 5-year period and thereafter a reduction of that tax to 6 percent. 
This credit would be an amount equal to 30 percent of the present 10 percent 
Federal tax and available only to those States enacting or increasing such taxes. 
In addition, the committee recommended a distribution of the revenue equivalent 
to 1 percentage point of the Federal telephone tax to certain States to achieve a 
greater measure of equivalence with present grants. 

In making its recommendation for termination of Federal grants for waste- 
treatment plant construction, the committee acknowledged the value and im- 
portance of accomplishing the objectives of the present program. The recom- 
mendation of the committee was predicated on the premise that responsibility 
for construction of public waste treatment works lies with the States and com- 
munities concerned, and that they should and would, with the aid of new revenues 
to be made available, carry out the objectives of this program. A proposal for 
legislation to carry out the recommendations of the committee was submitted 
to the Congress by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget on May 14, 1959, 
in the present session. This legislative proposal clearly affirms the intent and 
expectation that the States, although not required to do so, will apply the new 
Federal grant and tax revenue to the State programs for waste treatment plant 
construction and vocational education, the two Federal grant programs which 
the joint committee has recommended be terminated. 

The provisions of S. 805 providing for the establishment of an office of Water 
Pollution Control in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
transferring to that Office of the functions, exercised by or vested in any officer 
of this Department by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, are undesirable. 
The creation of this new Office, of itself, would not improve the operations of the 
program. Furthermore, it could cause an imbalance in program representation 
at the Department level and stimulate pressure for similar representation through 
the addition of separate offices for other important programs of the Department. 

Another important consideration is that of the 419 employees in the Federal 
water pollution control program (255 professional), 136 are Public Health Serv- 
ice commissioned officers—engineers, scientists, physicians, and sanitarians. Sep- 
aration of the program from the Service would therefore entail a detail of person- 
nel on an unusual scale or personnel adjustments of considerable magnitude with 
a consequent loss to the program of the services of many of these experienced 
people. 

Although there are many important uses of water, its single most important 
use is for human consumption. Over a hundred million people depend for their 
daily water requirements on the reuse of water. Health aspects of water pollu- 
tion control are, therefore, obviously important enough to require a strongly 
health-oriented abatement program. Not only is the protection of public health 
the most important intrinsic aspect of an active water pollution control program, 
but also the Public Health Service has trained personnel and facilities which 
may be utilized for work in connection with the water pollution control program. 
Use of such personnel and facilities will avoid unnecessary duplication. 

In addition, S. 805 would transfer to a Commissioner of Water Pollution Con- 
trol funetions now vested in the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
dealing with enforcement measures against pollution of interstate waters such as 
the calling of a public hearing, the establishment of a time schedule of remedial 
action after such public hearing, and the requesting of the Attorney General to 
institute court action. The Congress in enacting the existing Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act made it clear that it expected these functions to be 
exercised by an official of Cabinet rank. 

For the foregoing reasons, we would therefore recommend that S. 805 not be 
enacted by the Congress. 

Inasmuch as the provisions of 8. 559 are identical to certain ones of S. 805, 
the comments made herein on the identical provisions of S. 805 are applicable 
to 8. 559. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee and that enactment of these bills would 
not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR §. FLEMMING, 
Secretary. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupGEt, 


Washington, D.C., April 6, 1959, 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, , : 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This will acknowledge your letter of January 30 
1959, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 805, a bill to amend 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase grants for construction of 
sewage treatment works; to establish the Office of Water Pollution Control; and 
for other purposes. 

S. 805 would raise the maximum Federal grant from $250,000 to $500,000. 
provide for greater aid than is now permitted for projects serving more than one 
municipality; allow reallocation, to other States, of funds not obligated because 
of a lack of projects in some States; double the present $50 million annual and 
$500 million cumulative Federal grant authorizations; and provide that wages 
paid by contractors or subcontractors for grant construction projects shall be not 
less than local prevailing rates. 

The bill also would create a new Office of Water Pollution Control in the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare headed by a Presidentially appointed 
Commissioner. All water pollution control responsibilities and functions now 

laced in other units of the Department would be transferred to this Office. The 

epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, in its report on this bill, opposes 
creation of a separate agency for administration of water pollution conten aa 
grams. This Bureau concurs in the position expressed in that report. 

The Joint Federal-State Action Committee, composed of 11 Governors repre- 
senting the States and seven Cabinet members and Presidential assistants, has 
carefully studied the waste treatment construction grant program of the Federal 
Government. This committee has been charged to consider federally aided 
functions which the States are now ready and willing to assume and the revenue 
adjustments necessary to permit the transfer of such functions. It has deter- 
mined that local waste treatment facilities are primarily a local concern and their 
construction should be primarily a local or State financial responsibility. The 
members of the committee have agreed that should communities require addi- 
tional financing, the funds should be fortheoming from the State governments 
and that, further, there is no evidence to demonstrate the continuing need for 
the present Federal subsidy of an essentially local responsibility. 

The President has approved the committee’s proposals. In the budget message 
for 1960, he has again recommended that legislation be enacted which would 
return to the States their traditional responsibility for waste treatment plant con- 
struction and would provide tax adjustments necessary to enable the States to aid 
in such construction. This legislation, discontinuing Federal grants starting in 
the fiscal year 1961, will be transmitted to the Congress in this session. 

Accordingly, in view of these recommendations, I am authorized to advise you 


that the enactment of 8S. 805 would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. 


Sincerely yours, 
Puiu 8. HvGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR Huspert H. HUMPHREY 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my appreciation at being afforded this oppor- 
tunity to appear before this subcommittee to testify in support of expanding the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. 

In January, on behalf of myself and Senator McCarthy, I introduced S. 805 
as a companion measure to H.R. 3610 as offered in the House of Representatives 
by Representative John Blatnik. This past month, by a vote of 255 to 143, the 

ouse passed H.R. 3610, which is now before this subcommittee. 

The purpose of this legislation is to expand the existing construction grants 
program for sewage treatment works by increasing Federal participation and 
liberalizing eligibility requirements. While there are no doubt many less mundane 
proposals before the Congress, few have any greater importance than the one which 
we are now discussing. The importance of expanding our sewage treatment pro- 
gram cannot be too strongly emphasized. 
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§. 805 and H.R. 3610 provide as follows: 

1. Maximum Federal grants for any project would be increased from $250,000 
to $500,000, but in no case could exceed 30 percent of the cost of the project. 

2. Authorized annual grants for State-approved municipal sewage treatment 

lants would be increased from $50 million to $100 million. 

3. Municipalities which join together in a joint construction project would no 
jonger be limited, as under present law, to only one grant, but rather each such 
municipality for purposes of maximum limitations on grants would be considered 
as engaged in a separate project. 

4, Unobligated funds at the end of each fiscal year shall be reallocated among 
States having projects approved and awaiting availability of grant funds; under 
present law unobligated funds lapse at the end of the fiscal year in which they are 
allotted. 

5. An Office of Water Pollution Control would be established within the De- 

artment of Health, Education, and Welfare; this provision was deleted from 

.R. 3610 by the Committee on Public Works due to the recent action by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare in elevating the water pollution 
control program to division status. 

6. A report would be required to be submitted by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to the Congress on the activities and future plans of the 
Federal water pollution control program within 1 year after passage of this act. 

The demand for fresh, clean water is increasing at an exceedingly fast rate, while 
the supply of water is remaining fairly constant. As a result, we do not have 
sufficient waste treatment facilities to keep our water supply from further pollu- 
tion. In order to meet the increasing demand for clean water, it is necessary 
that we have more sewage-treatment plants to reduce the discharges of raw waste 
into streams and on the ground. 

The Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, which authorized $500 million to be 
allocated to help communities build sewage-disposal plants, has stimulated the 
greatest waste treatment construction program in our Nation’s history. 

Since the Federal grants program began in 1956 sewage-treatment construction 
across the Nation has nearly doubled. In the preceding 5-year period, 1952-56, 
such construction averaged $222 million annually. In 1957, as the Federal 
program began to take hold, construction awards rose to $351 million, and in 1958 
to an estimated $400 million. 

The Public Health Service itself estimates that even this construction figure 
of $400 million a year is not adequate to meet the country’s needs. Public 
Health Service estimates that the construction rate must be at least $575 million 
annually for the next 8 years if we are to catch up with the backlog of needed 
sewage treatment construction programs and keep up with greater pollution 
loads resulting from increased population and industrial development. 

In view of the need for such a program, I have frankly been dismayed at the 
administration’s desire to kill off this Federal grants program altogether. To 
simply hand over to the already heavily burdened States the burden of financing 
such programs, as the administration suggests, is in my opinion both unwise and 
unrealistic. 

The administration does propose that the Federal Government give up part of 
its revenues from the Federal telephone tax with the idea in mind that the States 
could then impose their own taxes on local phone calls to finance sewage treatment 
programs. However, State officials see serious problems in such proposals. There 
is doubt as to whether the State legislatures would in fact commit such tax revenues 
to sewage-treatment programs. Also, some States are prohibited by law from 
using such taxes for purposes other than education, old age pensions, and the like. 

The best argument against killing off the Federal grants program is to simply 
cite the fine results that have been attained already under this program—after 
less than 3 years of operation. And this increase in sewage treatment construc- 
tion programs has taken place without the Federal Government encroaching upon 
the States. The Public Health Service, in administering this program of grants, 
has kept its hands off in deciding where the money will be spent; the States 
themselves have been making such decisions. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, has indeed 
been an outstanding success. It has demonstrated what the Federal and State 
Governments can accomplish by working together. The continuance and the 
expansion of such a program is, in my opinion, an absolute necessity. 

The bills before this committee are definitely in the public interest. It cannot 
be charged that this is a reckless expenditure of Federal funds. Its provisions 





43964—59——_3 











30 WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 


are sound and designed to bring the sewage treatment program up to the minimum 
required level. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge this subcommittee to give 
prompt and favorable consideration to this legislation. In so doing, the sub. 
committee will be taking action which will significantly contribute to the better. 
ment of our fine country. 





STATEMENT OF SENATOR RicHARD L, NEUBERGER ON H.R. 3610 


Water is a vital natural resource, Its conservation is essential. To permit pol- 
lution of our streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, and bays is to waste this resource by 
eliminating or limiting many of its uses, in addition to creating health hazards. 

In 1956, Congress amended the Water Pollution Control Act of 1948 so as to 
authorize $50 million a year over a 10—year period in Federal grants to stimu- 
late and aid communities in building sewage treatment plants. The program 
has been an acknowledged success. Through 1958, a total of 1,337 projects 
were approved. Of these, 356 had been completed and 578 were under 
construction. 

Although the program has been widely and correctly acclaimed by public 
officials at all levels of Government as an efficacious method of attacking the 
problem of water pollution, the President recommended in his budget message 
of this year that grants be reduced to $20 million in fiscal year 1960 and that the 
Federal Government abandon its support of the program. 

The President’s recommendation was submitted despite the advice of the Water 
Pollution Control Advisory Board, whose nine members are appointed by the 
President, that the present program is operating effectively, that more Federal 
funds should be made available, and that the administration’s plan was not 
feasible. 

The House of Representatives subsequently raised the maximum Federal grants 
to $100 million a year and doubled the ceiling for the total program. Federal 
contribution to individual plants was increased and community pooling of limita- 
tions authorized. 

As of December 31, 1958, Oregon had received Federal funds totaling $1,392,402 
under the water pollution control program; 23 projects had been initiated, and 12 
were complete. 

Oregon has benefited greatly from the program. Earlier this year, Gov. Mark 
O. Hatfield wrote to me that: 

‘Funds authorized under the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act have proven most helpful to the stream purification program in Oregon by 
providing an incentive for many communities to undertake the construction of 
remedial works needed to abate pollution of public waters. A number of these 
communities such as Cannon Beach, Drain, Fairview, Government Camp, Pilot 
Rock, Rainier, Tigard, and Weston would have found it extremely difficult, if not 
impossible, to finance their sewerage projects without the assistance of a Federal 
grant.” 

Need still exists in my State for i"ederal assistance to encourage sewage treat- 
ment plant construction. The committee on natural resources of Oregon esti- 
mates that for the next 3 fiscal years, requirements will total over $14 million, 
with the Federal share amounting to about $3 million. 

I ask that there appear in the hearing record communications relating to 
Oregon’s participation which I have received from Governor Hatfield; Dan P. 
Allen, executive secretary of the committee on natural resources; H. O. Bresee, 
chairman of the water pollution abatement committee of the Oregon Wildlife 
Federation; P. W. Schneider, director of the Oregon State Game Commission; 
and Albert M. Day, director of the Oregon State Fish Commission. 

Results achieved by the water pollution control legislation approved by Congress 
in 1956 are impressive. Administration of the program has proved effective. 
Additional need has been demonstrated. 

Therefore, I strongly support enactment of H.R. 3610 which would not only 
perpetuate the existing administrative and financing arrangements but would 
increase the availability of Federal funds. 
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SALEM, OREG., July 22, 1959. 
Hon. Ricnarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Urge you support favorable action on H.R. 3610, scheduled for hearing. Pas- 
sage of this bill would greatly aid Oregon in its program for cleaning up streams, 
Cy Everts reports large backlog of applications for grants for vitally needed sewage 
plant construction. H.R. 3610 can be the instrument whereby sewage pollution 
in our State and elsewhere can be virtually eliminated within 10 years. 


Mark O. HatriELp, Governor of Oregon. 





PORTLAND, OrREG., July 22, 1959. 
Senator RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


We urge your support of H.R. 3610, water pollution control bill, and ask this be 
made part of record for your hearing July 23. Bill also endorsed by resolution of 
Western Association State Game and Fish Commissioners. Copy mailed you 
yesterday. 

P. W. ScHNEIDER, 
Director Oregon State Game Commission. 


PORTLAND, OrkEG., July 22, 1969. 
Senator RicharD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The Oregon Fish Commission wishes to go on record favoring passage of 
H.R. 3610.to provide necessary funds for badly needed water pollution control. 
Regards. 

ALBERT M. Day, 
Oregon State Fisheries Director. 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Salem, Oreg., April 22, 1959. 
Hon, RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am sincerely concerned over the proposed 
reduction in appropriations for Federal grants for the construction of sewage 
treatment works during the 1959-60 fiscal year. Funds authorized under the 
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act have proven most helpful 
to the stream purification program in Oregon by providing an incentive for many 
communities to undertake the construction of remedial works needed to abate 
pollution of public waters. A number of these communities such as Cannon 
Beach, Drain, Fairview, Government Camp, Pilot Rock, Rainier, Tigard, and 
Weston would have found it extreme ly difficult, if not impossible, to finance their 
sewerage projects without the assistance of a Federal grant. 

During the 3 fiscal years (1957-59) that funds have been available for con- 
struction grants in Oregon, 23 projects have been undertaken at a total cost of 
approximately $7,700,000; the Federal share of this cost was approximately 
$1,400,000. Awaiting to be allocated is an additional $560,000 for projects 
estimated to cost $4,900,000. 

Our needs for the next 3 fiscal years beginning with 1960 are for 48 projects 
having a total cost of over $14 million, with the Federal share being approxi- 
mately $3 million. This matter was discussed at the last meeting of the 
Committee on Natural Resources on April 16, and that committee recommend- 
ed the continuation of Federal grants for the construction of sewage treatment 
works with the full amount of appropriations authorized under the Federal 


Water Pollution Control Act. 

I urge you to take such measures as you may deem appropriate to assure that 
appropriations are made to the full extent authorized by law so that the con- 
struction grant program can be continued and the backlog of needed sewage 
treatment work projects can be reduced. 

Sincerely, 
Mark O. HatFIEep, Governor. 
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City or Sate, 
Salem, Oreg., July 21, 1959. 
Re Blatnik bill H.R. 3610. 
Hon. Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Commitiee, Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Public Works Commitiee, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: The city of Salem is currently engaged in an 
extensive program of sewer construction and Willamette River pollution abates 
ment. Salem, along with many other Oregon cities, has filed application for 
Federal assistance in financing these long overdue improvements. 

A substantial portion of our sewage works improvement program is dependant 
upon the passage of the Blatnik bill, H.R. No. 3610, presently stalled in the 
Senate. 

We request your valuable assistance in support of this program and the 
scheduling of hearings on this bill at the earliest moment. 

Sincerely yours, 
RussEuu F. BoNEsTEELE, Mayor, City of Salem. 





STATE OF OREGON, 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCEs, 
Salem, April 27, 1959. 
Hon. Ricnarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Dick: Mr. Hobart has kindly forwarded me copies of the several bills 
dealing with the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

You will be interested to learn that at last Thursday’s (April 16) meeting of the 
Committee on Natural Resources the following resolution was unanimously 
adopted: 

“The Committee on Natural Resources endorses the continuation of Federal 
grants for the construction of sewage treatment works, and the Oregon con- 
gressional delegation should be requested to support appropriations for con- 
struction grants to the full amount authorized by the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act.” 

Since this meeting we have learned that the Blatnik bill, H.R. 3610, has been 
reported out of committee, slightly amended, and would urge that you support this 
measure. 

Oregon’s needs for the next 3 fiscal years are for 48 projects, having a total cost 
of over $14 million. The Federal share of this would be approximately $3 million, 
A résumé of the status of Federal grants in Oregon is enclosed. As you know, it 
would be almost impossible at this time for the communities needing vital con- 
struction programs to assume the full costs. 

The committee feels certain that you will take every measure necessary to see 
that appropriations are continued, at least to the extent presently authorized. 

Very truly yours, 
Dan P. ALLEN, Executive Secretary. 


Status or FEDERAL GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF SEWAGE TREATMENT 
Works IN OREGON 


Section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act authorizes appropriations 
in the amount of $50 million annually for use as grants to municipalities and 
other political subdivisions of the States for the construction of sewage treat- 
ment works to abate water pollution. These grants amount to 30 percent of the 
cost of the project or $250,000 whichever is the lesser. 

Following its enactment in 1956 the Congress has appropriated the following 
amounts to carry out the intent of the law. 
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The administration budget for 1959-60 substantially reduces the amount 
available for construction grants as follows: Fiscal year 1959-60: Appropriation, 
$20 million; Oregon allotment, $264,500. 

With funds available to Oregon during the first 3 fiscal years of the program, 
the following has been accomplished. 


NN en 








| Projects Total cost Federal share 
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16 of these projects are still under construction. 
?3 other projects have been tentatively assigned priorities but are not yet under construction. 





For the next 3 fiscal years the needs are as follows: 








Year Projects | Total cost | Federal share 
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OREGON WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
February 21, 1959. 
Hon. Richarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We are very much concerned with the President’s recommended 
reduction in appropriations for sewage treatment grants under Public Law 660. 
It is of primary importance that our water be returned to a reasonable degree of 
purity from health and recreational standpoints. 

You undoubtedly know of the hearing held in Portland at the Interior Building 
September 10 and 11, 1958, under Public Law 660 in regard to pollution in the 
lower Columbia River system. We feel that the grants would help a great deal in 
cleaning up the pollution problem in our own State. Conditions in the Portland 
Harbor are especially bad. 

We are also in favor of a Federal pollution control act rather than turning the 
pollution problem over to the States with a tax on telephones to furnish the funds 
for grants. In the State of Washington on two occasions hearings on pollution 
problems were held at which only industry was permitted to make a statement. 
Although we requested time to speak, we were not allowed to doso. This is one 
reason why we feel a Federal control would better solve the problem. 

When this budget recommendation comes up before the committee, I would 
appreciate your notifying me. We wish to commend you for doing an excellent 
job in the field of conservation legislation, and it is unfortunate that we do not 
have more members in the legislature who are interested in protecting the natural 
resources for the good of all the people. 

Very truly yours, 
H. O. BRESEE, 
Chairman, Water and Pollution Abatement Commiitee. 





City oF ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., 
July 20, 1959. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 
U.S. Senator from New Mexico, Chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAvEz: It has come to my attention that H.R. 3610, more 
commonly known as the Blatnik bill, for increasing Federal grants from $50 mil- 
lion to $100 million annually for construction of sewage treatment works under 
the Water Pollution Control Act, has been under consideration by your committee 
for some time. 

Passage of this bill is very important to Albuquerque as we have in the planning 
stages construction of a new sewage disposal plant and an outfall line to this plant, 
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for which Federal matching funds have been pledged. We urgently need the 
construction of this plant to meet the demands of our rapidly increasing popula- 
tion, and just as urgently need the Federal matching funds to aid in the plant’s 
construction. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge that hearings be scheduled on this bill, as passed 
by the House of Representatives, and urge your favorable consideration of same, 

Very truly yours, 
Epmunp L, ENGEL, City Manager. 





Tue VALUE OF THE FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FOR SEWAGE TREATMENT PLants 
(By Hugh Patterson, mayor of Gadsden, Ala.) 


It is my very happy privilege to present to you this statement on behalf of my 
own home city as well as for the Alabama League of Municipalities, of which T 
am an official. The league is composed of 255 towns and cities of our State 
representing 98.7 percent of the total municipal population of Alabama. 

Alabama’s municipal officials deeply appreciate the unfailing support that the 
Congress has given to Public Law 660 for assistance from the Federal Govern- 
ment to the local communities for construction of sewage treatment plants. We 
appreciate also the fact that appropriations have been voted by Congress to 
make the program workable. I submit this statement today in support of the 
Blatnik bill—H.R. 3610—which proposes to enlarge and improve the already 
vital program being carried out by the cities and towns with Federal financial 
assistance. I hope the committee will recommend the improved legislation— 
H.R. 3610—and that you will send it to the floor of the Senate without delay so 
that it may be acted upon this year. 

Each and every community has the responsibility for providing adequate 
sewage collection and disposal systems to protect the health of its citizens and of 
those residing in adjoining areas that may be affected by the discharge of im- 
properly treated sewage from the community. Community sewage must also 
be treated and disposed of in a manner that will be least objectionable, will 
protect property values, and will permit reasonable use of waters into which it is 
discharged. 

A community’s growth and prosperity depends upon its facilities and services. 
There are Alabama communities in which residential expansion has been restricted 
by the lack of adequate sewage collection and treatment works. I also feel sure 
that some municipalities have been bypassed by industries seeking a location 
because of inadequate sewerage facilities. 


COST OF MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT CONTINUALLY RISING 


The cost of municipal government continues to rise and municipal governing 
officials are repeatedly requested to expand services and utilities. Revenues 
have not kept pace with costs and we have been forced to impose higher tax 
burdens or increase the utility cost to our citizens. The Federal grant program 
for municipal sewage works construction has made it easier for many communities 
to undertake improvements in sewage disposal. Many communities cannot 
finance construction of these improvements without help from this or other 
sources. These grants have also stimulated interest in providing for adequate 
sewage treatment works and are a definite incentive to a community. 

Since July 1956, allotments of grant funds to Alabama from appropriations 
under Public Law 660 have been made to 21 municipalities—an average of 7 
new projects per fiscal year. The total construction cost of these 21 projects is 
approximately $23,700,000 of which $3,272,000 will be from Federal grants. 
The high proportion of this cost borne by local government—86.2 percent—has 
led one of Alabama’s leading daily newspapers to editorially praise the Federal 
grant program to municipalities. It should be recognized that the Federal Gov- 
ernment now participates only to the extent of 30 percent of the cost of sewage 
treatment works with the maximum of any one grant set at $250,000. The 
municipality must bear the total cost of collecting sewers, which are ineligible for 
Federal participation. 

WILL SERVE 700,000 PERSONS 


The sewage treatment facilities made available by these 21 projects will have 
a capacity for 700,000 persons. During the 2-year period the grant program has 
been in effect 12 projects with a capacity for 42,000 persons and involving con- 
struction costs totaling $1,970,000 have been started without grant aid. As a 
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comparison, 15 projects having a capacity for 230,000 persons and costing 
$3,300,000 were begun during the 3 years prior to the effective date of Public 
Law 660. It is apparent that municipal sewage disposal problems of long stand- 
ing are being corrected and public health hazards eliminated through financial 
assistance from the Federal Government. 

While accomplishments during the first 24% years of the aid program provided 
by Public Law 660 have been outstanding, we have only scratched the surface 
in our efforts to correct problems created by unsatisfactory sewage disposal. I 
am told that 105 communities in Alabama are in need of sewage disposal improve- 
ments. These 105 projects would represent an estimated expenditure of $29 
million for sewage treatment works alone and, under the present method of grant 
allocations, will require $5,600,000 in Federal funds. According to the Alabama 
State Department of Health and the State Water Improvement Commission, 
these figures do not include replacement and expansion of systems that may 
become inadequate within the next 5 years. Replacement and expansion costs 
are estimated to run as high as $2 million annually. 


SMALLER COMMUNITIES SERIOUSLY AFFECTED 


Among the 105 communities with pressing problems of sewage disposal are 
Alabama’s smaller municipalities which find it more difficult—if not impossible— 
to finance the cost of necessary improvements without aid. In my own city of 
Gadsden, we are faced with the necessity for expanding our sewage collection 
system and replacement of overloaded and inadequate sewage treatment facili- 
ties. Our problem has been discussed with representatives of Alabama’s health 
agencies, and we have been promised financial assistance if, and when, Federal 
funds are available for this purpose. We know that Alabama’s annual allot- 
ment for the Federal grants to municipalities has been slightly over $1,100,000 
and recognize that this amount will help only a few and must be distributed on 
apriority basis. Our city is not alone, as I am informed that 23 other communities 
have requested grant aid to the extent of over $2 million. 

Although accomplishments under the grant program have been most encourag- 
ing, we are far from attaining the level of sewage works construction necessary 
to eliminate the many situations of sewage pollution. We must bear in mind 
that municipal improvements delayed during the war years left our communities 
with a tremendous financial burden. While the present grant program is most 
helpful, it is obvious that it must be expanded if we are to meet our responsibilities. 


NEED FOR SUPPORT OF BROADER PROGRAM 


I am confident that you recognize the importance of adequate sewage disposal 
and the urgent need for continuing and expanding the grant program authorized 
by Public Law 660. Three bills introduced in the 85th Congress, H.R. 11472 
by Mr. Price of Illinois, H.R. 11714 by Mr. Blatnik of Minnesota and 8. 3576 by 
Senator Chavez of New Mexico, sought to increase Federal aid to municipalities 
for sewage treatment works construction. These bills were supported by munici- 
pal government. Alabama’s muaicipal officials join me in asking you to continue 
your support of appropriations authorized by Public Law 660 and to exercise vour 
influence in securing passage of legislation to expand this program. The present 
Blatnik biil—H.R. 3610—would increase grants to the local communities and 
otherwise improve our present law—Public. Law 660. 


ABOLISHMENT OF PROGRAM IS INCONCEIVABLE 


President Eisenhower earlier this vear asked the Congress to bring to an end 
the Federal grant-in-aid program for sewage treatment facilities. This is a 
shocking attitude for a man considered by a majority of the Nation’s voters to 
be capable enough to preside over the governmental affairs of the world’s greatest 
Nation. In that connection I would like to quote from an item appearing in a 
recent issue of the American Municipal News, indicating that even the President’s 
advisers differ with his viewpoint on this great program: 

“Presidential advisers on water pollution problems again have taken issue with 
the administration’s proposal to end Federal grants to local communities for 
construction of sewage treatment plants. 

“The nine member Water Pollution Control Advisory Board at its December 
16 meeting by unanimous vote urged that the present grants-in-aid be continued. 

“Milton P. Adams, vice chairman of the Board, is reported to have stated, 
‘the President could have been better advised,’ when he recommended that the 
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Federal Government turn the program over to the States. ‘He didn’t ask jg’ 
Adams told a press conference. : 

*‘Adams, who like the other members of the Board is appointed by the President, 
described the proposal as ‘a hot potato’ and pointed out that the telephone com- 
panies are lobbying for repeal of the tax which was a wartime measure. 

“Board members approved a resolution sts ating that the Budget that will be 
presented to Congress next month should contain at least the $45 million that was 
appropriated for the program during the current year. Consideration should be 
given to increasing the amount available for construction, they said. 

“The Federal Government now makes the grants under a 1956 law prov iding 
an incentive for communities to build sewage treatment facilities by contributing 


up to 30 percent of the cost. The law calls for a 10- year program and authorizes 
up to $50 million a year. 


“Board members estimated a need of $70 to $75 million each year in Federal} 
grants to bring community participation up to a satisfactory level.” 

I hope you gentlemen will act ~ orably on the Blatnik bill—H.R. 3610—sent 
to you some weeks ago by the U.S. House of Representatives. It is de finitely in 
the national interest and our Nation’ s people need this broadened and improved 
legislation which touches a subject and a problem so vital to all citizens of the 
towns and cities of the several States. 

Senator Kerr. The next witness will be P. S. Hughes, Assistant 
Director for Legislative Reference, Bureau of the Budget. 


STATEMENT OF P. S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Hueuess. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. 

The Bureau’s views are of record as you have indicated. I am here 
at your request to be of whatever assistance I can be in connection 
with this hearing. 

I believe Mr. Richardson presented very ably the administration’s 
position here and the administration’s philosophy as represented in 
the President’s program. I would like to emphasize again that I 
believe the differences where they exist are differences not as to 
objectives, but rather as to the means by which those objectives can 
be and should be achieved. 

Senator Kerr. Now, Mr. Hughes, I want to say this to you: 
I am reminded of the old erandfather who had all the money that 
the family possessed and the problem of education of one of the 
grandsons was before the family council. 

The old gentleman was forever saying that what everybody had 
in mind was the boy getting a medical education. He strongly 
supported it, approved it, and urged its accomplishment in every 
way that he could, except his furnishing any money to make it possible. 
And when it finally was laid before the council that unless he furnished 
it, it wouldn’t be furnished, he then began to analyze it and he said, 
“How long will it take?” 

The kid said, “8 years.” 

He said, ‘It is too long. What will it cost?” 

“Two thousand five hundred dollars a year, grandfather.” 

“Too much. What are you going to study?” 

He said, ‘‘Esthetics.” O} 

He says, “It is the wrong subject. You study that thing for 8 
years and by that time they will have a cure for it and you will starve 
to death trying to practice it.” 

Now, with all the respect in the world for you and the administra- 
tion which you represent, I want to say that as far as I am concerned, 
the words commending this program and sharing in the approval of the 
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approach, and then limiting that approval to encouraging the States 
to go forward with it and pay for it doesn’t make any sense to me, and 
I don’t think it does to you. 

In the statement of Mr. Richardson, he deals with this problem. 
He points out very emphatically that the problem is growing larger. 
He says at the top of page 4, ‘‘We are dealing with complex new types 
of chemical contaminants and radioactive wastes as well as massive 

roblems in older organic and bacterial forms of pollution. We can 
be sure that future problems must deal with increased quantities of 
all wastes, both old and new, adding to research headaches.” 

Then he talks about taking care of it by strengthening the State 
governments. Actually the purpose of this administration’s strength- 
ening the State governments in this field is quite interesting. It is so 
vigorous in eliminating the effect of State governments in other fields, 
both of which have some connection with the Office of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare—this being health and the other being education, 
and both being welfare. 

Your position, I take it, is that you are for this program and you 
hope the States will do something about it. 

Is that just about the situation? 

Mr. Huaues. I think we go somewhat beyond that, Mr. Chairman. 
I think Mr. Richardson indicated four of five areas of Federal in- 
terest and responsibility here, in his statement. He then pointed 
out that there was an important consideration with respect to the 
financing of the actual plants that might be constructed under this 
program, that the administration proposal is not without a quid 
pro quo, so to speak. 

Senator Kerr. I will tell you what let’s do; let’s leave that ex- 
pression where you found it and put into the record what it means, 
will you? 

Mr. Hueues. The administration proposal is to provide the States 
with a revenue source in return for their accepting the responsibility 
for financing 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Hughes, are you a lawyer? 

Mr. Huaues. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You are a layman? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is there any doubt in your mind but what that 
source of revenue is now available to the States? 

Mr. Huaues. Well, to the extent-that they add taxes without 
the Federal Government releasing some tax source, the total tax 
burden on the taxpayer is increased. 

Senator Kerr. Is there the slightest doubt in your mind that the 
States now have authority to levy an excise tax on the use of 
telephones? 

Mr. Huaues. They could, yes. 

Senator Kerr. They can? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. The Federal Government couldn’t take any action 
to bestow upon them an authority they do not have under their own 
constitution, could they? 

Mr. Hucues. No. 

Senator Kerr. Nor could it take from them the power they have 
under their constitution with reference to levying taxes, can they? 
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Mr. Huaues. No. 

Senator Kerr. The Federal Government can’t even put an income 
tax on the interest paid by State or local governments on bonds that 
are issued, can it? 

Mr. Hueues. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. So that when you talk about surrendering. to the 
States or transferring to the States a source of revenue, you are just 
kidding yourself, aren’t you, Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Hucues. I don’t believe so, Senator. We are proposing that 
the Federal Government voluntarily give up a revenue which it is 
now receiving and return it to the States. 

Senator Kerr. It has already taken action to terminate that 
revenue? 

Mr. Hucuss. That is correct, in the recent excise tax action. 

Senator Kerr. That is the tax you are talking about, isn’t it? 

Mr. Hucuss. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And the President signed the bill, didn’t he? 

Mr. Hueues. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. So you are talking about something that is tempo- 
rary to start with, and getting more so every day. 

Mr. Hugues. | think obviously the administration’s recommenda- 
tion in its present form would be contingent upon an extension of the 
telephone tax. 

Senator Kerr. Would you say it is the position of the adminis- 
tration until that alternative method of meeting this problem is 
worked out that we should continue to do so as now operated? 

Mr. Hugues. I am not sure I understand that, Mr. Chairman. 
Do you mean until a telephone tax 

Senator Kerr. Until the Federal Government takes an action par- 
ticipated in by the State through which the Federal Government 
ceases to collect any of that tax on telephones and the States begin 
to collect the same amount in excess tax on telephones, thereby being 
able to do what you say you want to make it possible for them to do, 
is it your position that the Federal Government should continue the 
grant-in-aid program now in effect? 

Mr. Huaues. No, sir. The President’s proposal was to taper off 
the present program in 1960. 

Senator Kerr. How much would you taper it off in 1960? 

Mr. Hvuaues. $20 million was the appropriation request in 1960. 

Senator Kerr. That would be a tapering off 

Mr. Hueues. From $45 to $20 million. 

Senator Kerr. From $45 to $20 million? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. In fiscal 1960? 

Mr. Huaues. In anticipation of the accomplishment of this- 

Senator Kerr. And how much in 1961? 

Mr. Hueues. In fiscal 1961 the presumption was the recommen- 
dation of the joint Federal-State Action Committee and the President 
would have been accomplished. 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean by that he said he would not be in 
favor of anything in 1961? 

Mr. Huaues. The proposal for 1961 was that the telephone tax 
source would be returned to the States and the States pick up the 
burden of this. 
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Senator Kerr. To be right frank about it, the recommendation 
was that the grant-in-aid be terminated as of the end of fiscal 1960? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. So instead of it being a tapering-off action, it would 
be a terminating action, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Hucues. The program would be reduced in 1960 to $20 million, 
and eliminated entirely at the end of fiscal year 1960. 

Senator Kerr. Well, does that constitute the termination? 

Mr. Hueuns. Yes, sir; that is correct, of these two grant programs, 
with the return of the tax source to the States. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I thought you said the Federal Government 
couldn’t take an action that would change the authority or privilege 
of the States with reference to the imposition of that tax. 

Mr. Hueues. The return of the tax source to the States was con- 
tingent upon the State’s levying a tax equal to the credit given. 

Senator Kerr. The return of the tax source to the States. That is 
the statement you just made, isn’t it, Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. And you stated a while ago the Government couldn’t 
do that. 

Mr. Hugues. The Federal Government can cease to levy the 
telephone tax. 

Senator Kerr. The Federal Government has already taken action 
whereby that will occur. 

Mr. Hueuss. Yes. It had not taken that action, of course, when 
the President made his recommendation. 

Senator Kerr. But it has taken it prior to our conversation here 
today? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. It didn’t say anything in that law about this being 
contingent upon the States levying a similar tax, did it? 

Mr. Huaues. The legislative proposal is for 

Senator Krrr. I say, Did the law say anything about that? 

Mr. Huauss. The law recently enacted by the Congress? 

Senator Kurr. Yes. 

Mr. Huaues. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. It was signed by the President, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Hugues. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. He participated in making it effective? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. So that by his own action he has already approved 
the termination of this tax, without a condition, hasn’t he? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Now, then, do you say his proposal is 
that we reimpose a condition? 

Mr. Hueues. That would be necessary; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That would be necessary? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. You said a while ago it was something that we 
couldn’t do. 

Mr. Hueues. No; the Federal Government could continue to levy 
the telephone tax. 

Senator Kerr. But they couldn’t make determinations contingent 
upon the States effecting a similar tax. 
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Mr. Hueues. They could provide the States with a credit con- 
tingent upon their levying a similar tax equal to the credit. 

Senator Kerr. Provide them a credit in the form of what? 

Mr. Hueues. A tax credit. 

Senator Kerr. The Federal Government could give a State credit 
for a tax contingent upon the State doing what? 

Mr. Huaues. The proposal is that 

Senator Kerr. No; you made a statement and I just asked you a 
question. You said they could give the State a tax credit. 

Mr. Huaues. Contingent upon the State levying a similar tax. 

Senator Kerr. Give them a tax credit? What does that mean? 

Mr. Hucues. They would cease taxing—the Federal Government 
would cease levying the excise tax in those States 

Senator Kerr. Well, they don’t levy the tax on the State, do they? 

Mr. Huauers. Would cease levying it in those States. 

Senator Kerr. They don’t levy it on the States, do they? 

Mr. Huaues. They would cease levying it in those States which 
levied a similar tax on their own behalf. 

Senator Kerr. But they have already taken official action to 
terminate it. You don’t describe that as a tax credit to the State, 
do you? 

Mr. Huaues. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, what did you mean when you said the Federal 
Government could give the State a tax credit? 

Mr. Hucues. I was talking in terms of the administration pro- 

osal. 

Senator Kurr. I am only asking you to define it so a fellow who 
graduated from the sixth grade can understand it. 

Mr. Hucues. Well, sir, I am trying. 

I think the situation wherein the excise tax will expire at the end of 
fiscal year 1960 necessarily changes the administration proposal 
somewhat, 

Senator Kerr. But the administration hasn’t changed its proposal. 

Mr. Hucues. Either the proposal would have to be for an extension 
of the telephone tax in fiscal 1961 or some other revenue source would 
have to be sought to do this same kind of thing. 

Senator Kerr. Now, you are talking about something the Federal 
Government can do. 

Now, is your position that you are going to ask, or you are asking 
the Congress to extend the excise tax on domestic telephones beyond 
June 30 next year? 

Mr. Huauss. No, sir; I am not, at this point. I assume this is a 
decision that will be reached in connection with the consideration of 
the fiscal 1961 budget. 

Senator Kerr. But it is your position that this grant-in-aid should 
be terminated with this fiscal year regardless of what else happens? 

Mr. Huaues. This is the administration’s position. 

Senator Kerr. And therefore all of this talk about being for this 
program and making the States stronger and describing a condition 
of aggravated seriousness is just so much window-dressing around & 
decision thet you are giving us and advising us of—that as far as the 
President is concerned, there will be no more grants-in-aid for the 
abatement of pollution under the terms of this act beyond this fiscal 
year. 
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Mr. Hucues. The administration’s proposal was a composite 

ackage consisting of the-—-— 

Senator Kurr. Yes; but all of that now has been stripped away 
and—— 

Mr. Huaues. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And I asked you if there was any softening or any 
exception to the recommendation that the Federal grant-in-aid 
terminate June 30, 1960. 

Mr. Huecuzxs. There is no modification in the administration pro- 
posal for this package. My presumption is that—— 

Senator Kurr. But you said that the situation had changed. 

Mr. Hucues. My presumption is that the administration would 
propose recommendation for extension of the telephone tax if this 
proposal is to stay in its present form. However, I am not making 
that recommendation now on behalf of the administration. This is 
a decision that would have to be reached, I think, in consideration 
i— 

Senator Kerr. Well, then, as of now——— 

Mr. Huares. Next year’s fiscal problems. 

Senator Kerr. There is no softening of the direct proposal to 
terminate the Federal grants-in-aid for the pollution abatement by 
building of disposal plants, effective at the end of this fiscal year? 

Mr. Hucuess. That 1s correct. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Cooper. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Coorrr. May I ask the witness this: 

Certainly part of the water pollution is caused by industrial firms 
which dump sewage and waste into interstate waters. Now, isn’t it 
a part of the administration’s policy and also a power that the admin- 
istration has with a cease-and-desist order, to cause these industrial 
firms to take affirmative action toward eliminating sewage and 
dumping into interstate streams? And this hasn’t anything to do 
with this question of revenues to the United States and whatever the 
United States contributes to States to build sewage disposal plants, 
has it? 

Mr. Huauss. That is correct, sir. 

One of the Federal responsibilities I believe Mr. Richardson out- 
lined was the matter of enforcement as largely as possible through 
making possible voluntary agreements between the States, within the 
States, and with private firms. 

Senator Cooprer. Let me say in all fairness that I would agree with 
the chairman, that even though the U.S. Congress and the President 
gave up some of the taxes which the U.S. Government now receives, 
there is no assurance that the State could or would levy those taxes 
for the purpose of sewage pollutioa control. 

I must say that I believe you would have to give some thought to 
the question of whether our contribution to building sewage disposal 
plants may be the contribution which these industrial firms ought to 
make to control their own sewage. Do you agree to that? 

Senator Kerr. That wouldn’t be a contribution by the Federal 
Government, would it? 

Senator Cooper. No. What I am saying is this: If there is a 
quantity of sewage at a given point in a large city which improperly 
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came into a river by the refusal of the industrial firms to take the 
action that they ought to take, there is a question there of how much 
does the United States contribute to a large sewage disposal plant to 
clean up the sewage at a point when the industrial firms themselves 
ought to clean up some of that sewage. 

Senator Krrr. I made the position clear to these witnesses that 
the Federal Government should not surrender any of its police powers, 
and I must say that I entirely agree with them that the Federal] 
Government should step up its operation of its police power in an 
effort to stop pollution. 

I think the States and local governments should step up their 
police power. 

The thing I was trying to get into my own mind and into this 
record—the position of the witnesses is that the Federal Government's 
operation in this field should be limited to its police power. 

Senator Coorrr. Agreed. 

Senator Kerr. Are there other questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hucues. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Russell P. Smith, mayor of Cambridge, Md. 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL P. SMITH, MAYOR OF CAMBRIDGE, MD., 
ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Smita. Mr. Chairman, I am Russell P. Smith, mayor of the 
city of Cambridge, Md. I have the honor of serving as chairman 
of the Water Resources Committee of the American Municipal Asso- 
ciation, as well as serving on the association’s executive committee. 
I appear before you today on behalf of the American Municipal Asso- 
ciation, the Maryland Municipal League, and my own city. 

The American Municipal Association, through its affiliated leagues 
of municipalities and the direct membership of cities in 49 States, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, represents nearly 13,000 cities, 
towns, and villages of all sizes. 

At the American Municipal Association Congress in Boston, Mass., 
on December 3, 1958, the following national municipal policy state- 
ment was adopted: 

Senator Kerr. May I ask you a question here? 

It is the basis of your statement that these 13,000 cities, towns, 
and villages are a part of the United States as well as being part of 
the several States in which they are located? 

Mr. SmitH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Proceed. 


WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 


Mr. Smitu. Passage of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act in 
1948 and its extension in 1956 indicates that the Federal Government, 
too, has an interest in the pollution problems because of its jurisdiction 
over the Nation’s waterways and because of the benefits of pollution 
abatement to the public health. The act establishes and continues the 
policy of Federal responsibility for research and technical services, 
financial assistance to States and municipalities and enforcement of 
interstate pollution controls. 
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The Congress is urged to continue and expand the 1956 Water 
Pollution Control Act by— 

(1) Providing for an expanded program of research in waste treat- 
ment methods necessary for the reuse of our water resources as they 

ass from city to city; 

(2) Liberalizing the financial provisions of the act by increasing the 
total loan and grant authorization and by raising the percentage of 
Federal contribution available for each project to cover at least 33% 
percent of the cost of the project, with no ceiling limitation as to the 
maximum amount; 

(3) Increase the annual authorization from $50 million to $100 
million; and 

(4) Establish separate incentive aid program designed to promote 
the construction of waste treatment facilities on a metropolitan area 
basis. 

According to data contained in the 1958 Public Health Service 
publication, ‘Statistical Summary of Sewage Works in the United 
States,’—PHS publication No. 609—despite the remarkable in- 
ereases in population served by sewage treatment since 1945, un- 
treated sewage from over 22 million persons is still discharged into 
the Nation’s streams. To this deluge of untreated sewage must be 
added a torrent of partially treated sewage discharged from inadequate 
or obsolete treatment facilities which increases the total population 
equivalent discharged to the streams to approximately 52 million. 
This represents an increase of over 6 percent during the period from 
1940 to 1957. 

The Public Health Service reports in its 1957 inventory of municipal 
and industrial waste facilities that the sewage treatment construction 
backlog now amounts to more than 6,000 projects which would cost 
$1.9 billion if constructed today. 

And this backlog is far from being the whole picture. Rapid 
population growth and increasing urbanization are creating new and 
greater needs. These factors plus time are causing existing plants 
to become obsolete and requiring replacement. Thus, actual con- 
struction needs include three things: (1) Backlog, (2) new needs, and 
(3) obsolescence. 

If we are to catch up by 1965, municipalities will have to spend 
$1.9 billion for the backlog; $1.8 billion for new needs from population 
growth, and $900 million to replace plants that become obsolete in 
the interim—a total of $4.6 billion. . To meet these needs, we will 
have to construct sewage treatment works at the rate of $575 million 
per year. This represents a staggering financial load for the cities 
of the Nation to carry—even with a Federal assistance program 
providing one-third of the necessary funds. 

For the 5-year period 1952-56 preceding the Federal-aid program, 
municipal sewage treatment plant construction averaged $222 million 
annually. During the first year of the grants program, in 1957, 
construction rose to $351 million and in 1958 to $400 million. Thus, 
while we have increased construction from 40 to 70 percent of that 
required with Federal grant-in-aid, we must double this increase to 


rae * 


reach the $575 million level required for effective pollution abatement. 

While over 1,400 communities have been assisted with this most 
difficult financial problem through the construction grants program, 
the job is far from complete. Over 3,000 communities still discharge 
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untreated sewage into our streams; and, of the 7,500 existing treatment 
plants, 973 should be replaced, 688 should be enlarged, and 753 need 
additions. 

The water resource needs of the Nation are great. There are many, 
many communities that desperately need assistance to do an adequate 
job of abatement. Unless the construction grants program is expanded 
and improved along the lines proposed in the Blatnik bill—H.R, 
3610—we are needlessly jeopardizing the Nation’s health and we are 

ostponing an inevitable expenditure which increases with delay, 

Ne are certainly making less than good use of our most precious 
natural resources. 

The President has, unfortunately, recommended that responsibility 
for this program can be transferred to the States and that relinquish- 
ment of the Federal telephone tax to the States will assure the con- 
tinuance of the program. 

May I interrupt right here and state that I have heard the com- 
ments and questions directed to the previous witnesses. I have my 
own definite ideas on these same questions, but I will not try to 
comment on the questions previously asked of other witnesses. If 
those questions are desired to be directed to me, I will be glad to give 
my answer. 

To follow the administration’s proposal in this matter would be to 
end the program and to further seriously delay if not defer indefinitely 
eventual solution of the water pollution problem. 

The specifics as to why this would be so have been stated with 
considerable clarity and precision by the President’s own Water 
Pollution Control Advisory Board. I refer, of course, to the Board’s 
report of February 11, 1959, to the Surgeon General. If it hasn’t 
already been done, I would certainly urge that this letter be made a 
part of the record of these hearings. In any event, I will not repeat 
the Board’s arguments against the administration’s proposal here. 

If it hasn’t been entered into the record, I have a copy here and I 
would like to request that it be made a part of the record. 

I will say, however, that the AMA is flatly opposed to such transfers 
of Federal grant-in-aid programs and responsibilities for such pro- 
grams on the pretext of preserving States rights. We do not fear 
that our rights and prerogatives are in jeopardy when we ask for and 
accept, on our own volition, badly needed financial assistance. As- 
sistance, I might add, that we must have to carry out programs of 
national importance, programs essential to the preservation and 
maintenance of the Nation’s health and prosperity. 

The American Municipal Association endorses the philosophy 
expressed in the 30th report of the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions in regard to Federal-State-local relations and I quote from this 
report: 

* * * The interest and initiative for increasing the responsibilities of the 
States and localities must come from those levels of government. Responsibility 
cannot be created by a transfer of programs and tax services. It is imperative 
that the Federal Government do everything possible to promote a favorable climate 
for the proper functioning of the other levels of government. This includes mak- 
ing available to the States and localities tnose revenue sources that are of not of 

rimary importance to the Federal Government and which are well adapted for 


tete and local use. Such action should be taken independently of Federal de- 
cision concerning particular grant programs. 
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I welcome this opportunity to express our gratitude to you for 
making this program possible. As I said last year before the House 
Public Works Committee: ‘This Federal grant program is doing 
exactly what it is supposed to do. lt is combating water pollution 
with a vengeance by stimulating sewage treatment facility construc- 
tion throughout the Nation.” 

As you know, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act authorized 
annual appropriations of $50 million. While the full amount was 
appropriated in fiscal year 1957, it was reduced to $45 million in fiscal 
year 1958-59, with provision for allotment to the States on the basis 
of $50 million. ‘This was done in the belief that some States and 
territories would not utilize their full allotments and that the reduced 
amount would be sufficient to meet the needs of the States and Terri- 
tories wishing to utilize their full allotments. 

The $45 million appropriation for fiscal year 1958 expired on June 
30, 1959, and about $700,000 of additional funds had to be requested 
in the form of a deficiency appropriation to provide each State with the 
amount they wanted to use within their allotment. This means that 
the grant program has been more effective than anyone ever antici- 
pated in stumulating construction in all areas of the country, even those 
where there was little expectation that communities could be encour- 
aged to go ahead with needed sewage treatment plants. 

It is my understanding that about 700 communities have applica- 
tions in State or public health service offices requesting $80 million 
more in grant-in-aid, whereas less than $10 million in Federal funds 
remain from past appropriations. Another 550 communities are 

reparing applications involving an additional $50 million in grants. 
Mhis backlog of applications requests Federal aid of about $110 million 
in excess of existing appropriations. There can be no question about 
it, the cities, towns, and villages of this country are ready to abate 
pollution if they can obtain even the modest Federal financial assist- 
ance presently authorized by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

As for my own State of Maryland, the story is this: We have 
received and allocated $2,241,622 of Federal funds since 1957. This 
sum has already resulted in the construction of 10,496,115 dollars’ 
worth of sewage treatment facilities. The Maryland State Board of 
Health estimates that we need to build some 50 million dollars’ worth 
of sewage treatment facilities to bring pollution under control. I am 
happy to report that we are well underway. 

Our local communities, cities, towns, and sanitary districts, in 
cooperation with our State board of health, have projected their con- 
struction plans for the next 3 years. The plans call for: 


Year Number of Estimated 
projects cost 
IIIS called saidoh Uhl las i edpliowela a caps aaah aitah saat cip tee Dit lebiiihsaas shina 24 $11, 019, 000 
a cee ee coe ce ee 18 9, 050, 000 
Ta a ai a a haan de eae 19 9, 100, 000 


The successful completion of these projects is, of course, predicated 
upon the continuance of the Federal grant program. 

It is not financially possible for many small communities to build 
the needed treatment facilities by themselves. But the Federal pro- 
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gram, supplemented as it is in Maryland by an additional State grant 


program, has brought the Maryland pollution problem in sight of 
early solution. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith. 

Are there questions, Senator? 

Senator Moss. No. I appreciate the very excellent statement 
made by the witness. I didn’t hear it all, but I read through here 
rapidly. I think he has stated the problem very well. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith. 


Dr. Spencer M. Smith, secretary, Citizens Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


STATEMENT OF DR. SPENCER M. SMITH, SECRETARY, CITIZENS 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Dr. Smitu. Mr. Chairman, I am secretary of the Citizens Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources and I have filed a statement for the 
committee’s pleasure. 

I would like to make a few comments here in order to get on with 
the rest of the witnesses and not overburden it. 

(The prepared statement of Dr. Smith follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Dr. SPENCER M. Situ, Jr., SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS 
CoMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Chairman, I feel privileged to appear before you on behalf of the Citizens 
Committee on Natural Resources, an organization devoted to conservation in the 
public interest and composed of some of the most outstanding conservationists in 
the country. We appreciate the opportunity of placing our views before you and 
members of this committee. 

We should like to indicate how we feel the present Federal antipollution law 
would be changed by the enactment of 8. 805 and H.R. 3610. Under the present 
measure, the Federal Government will pay 30 percent, or $250,000, whichever is 
the lesser, to the individual States for the construction of sewage treatment plants. 
The proposed measure would increase the amount of Federal payments to $500,000 
and would allow communities to build joint projects. The effect of the latter 
would double the amount normally authorized per project, allocating it to each 
community as if there were two separate projects. 

In addition to this, the present proposal would reallocate the funds which States 
have not used or requested. Such funds would be reallocated by the Surgeon 
General to other States, thus providing increased funds to those States which 
have a greater need for funds than their original allotments. The present legisla- 
tion authorizes $50 million per year, or a total amount of $500 million for 10 years. 
The proposed legislation would double this amount, providing for $100 million a 
year for 10 years, or a total of $1 billion. 

It would be foolish for us to reiterate the expert testimony showing the great 
need for this legislation. The logic of the situation, however, should offer suffi- 
cient testimony to the effect that a nation such as ours cannot expand its popula- 
tion, its industry, its general growth in almost every dimension without effecting 
a very great demand for water and without polluting water as a result of such 
extended uses. Hydrologists and other water authorities estimate that imper- 
fectly treated sewage has been placed in streams and rivers from cities alone in 
the equivalent of 15 million persons. Prior to the present Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, every indication pointed to the fact that pollution was increasing at 
an increasing rate. The remedial effofts under present law have kept us about 
even during the last few years. Unfortunately, it has not been large enough to 
make any significant inroad on the backlog of facilities that are needed, and our 
present efforts will start to fall behind the new onslaughts. ! 

Public health officials reported by a majority of 82 percent in favor of the cur- 
rent Federal sewage treatment plant construction but indicated that the current 
and sustaining need was of greater proportions. In additon to this, the Presi- 
dent’s own Water Pollution Advisory Board has approved doubling limitations on 
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individual grants as well as the reallocation of unused funds. Further, Gen. J.8, 
Bragdon, the President’s own adviser for public works, has stated: 

“Most important of all, our rivers will have to be clean and adequate treatment 
facilities installed to prevent upstream pollution. To accomplish this job, we 
need almost 8,000 municipal plants, and in all, some 17,000 facilities, public and 
private, to insure that all of the potential sources of pollution are adequately 
controlled.” 

We are saddened by the fact that the administration has not seen fit to heed its 
own expert testimony. Even if such expert testimony were not available to the 
committee, the many personal contacts with groups interested in water use and 
water supply, recreational, industrial, muncipal, agricultural—all highly interested 
in the preservation and utilization of water—give resounding support to an en- 
hanced program to clean up rivers and streams. 

Not within our experience of resource questions has a program come to our 
attention that is as universally and unanimously acclaimed among our own people 
as is the measure before you. It might well be said that if the program has such 
overwhelming approval by these groups, why has its original enactment been so 
difficult, and, also, why has there been such difficulty in obtaining appropriations 
for carrying out the most minimal program in terms of the needs. 

When the matter of pollution control was before this committee in the last 
Congress, only two supporters of the administration came forward to oppose this 
jegislation. ‘They were the National Chamber of Commerce and the National 
Association of Manufacturers. 

The critics of the present measure state that some cities would build plants if it 
had not been for Federal funds being made available to them. Hence, they claim 
Federal funds have, in reality, caused a slowdown in the actual building of sewage 
treatment plants. 

Their second argument is that this problem should not come to the attention of 
the Federal Government, but should be a matter for the individual States and 
localities. The arguments supporting States rights in general are adaptable here, 
i.e., there is too much centralization in Washington—we must keep most of the 
Government close to the grassroots, etc. While these are the arguments offered 
in opposition to the Federal grants in aid to the States, it should be remembered 
that many of these large business organizations are heir to large tax bills. Unless 
it can be pointed out to them that expenditures of tax funds are going to be bene- 
ficial to them directly, they quite often oppose any such expenditure on general 
principles. In fact, it might be said that some have a fetish for economy which 
quite often overshadows any public welfare that may result from such a venture. 

It is also suggested that too much financing and too much vigor on the part of 
the Federal Government in cleaning up streams and rivers may prove of consid- 
erable embarrassment to some of the industrial users who are doing a good bit of 
the polluting. Since time immemorial large industrial interests, especially those 
in business in many States, have always felt that they could rebut arguments to 
effect their control or repel local laws attempting to control them when their own 
activities were interstate, and this has been one of the strongest motives for large 
corporate enterprise in championing State rights. ; 

The merits of the argument against the proposed changes seem hardly com- 
pelling. The Federal funds have increased the supply of sewage treatment 
facilities available to the public. If, as the opponents contend, the making of 
this money available has caused a reduction in the expenditure for these facilities, 
the record does not bear them out. When this committee was considering H.R. 
11714 in the last Congress, a measure much like the one the committee now has 
before it, I placed in the record with my testimony a comment on pollution control 
which appeared in the Engineering News Record of August 8, 1957. It posed the 
question, ‘‘Had grants-in-aid stimulated construction?’ They responded, ‘‘The 
States say ‘Yes’; the municipalities say ‘Yes’; the figures say ‘Yes.’ ”’ 

More recently, the contract awards of 1957 rose to 351 million and at present 
are in the vicinity of about 390 million in 1958. The 1952-56 average was about 
222 million. Additionally, at least 35 States experienced their highest treatment 
plant construction levels in 1957-58. It would seem that the argument that this 
caused a reduction in local and State moneys for construction is significantly 
rebutted, for the result has been quite to the contrary. Some have argued that 
the States would have done this anyway, and perhaps by a greater amount, but 
the argument is even more compelling against such logic, since they had never 
done so before, and it would be a little difficult to try to determine how they had 
planned to do it in the future. 

When people contend that it is the problem of the States and municipalities 
alone, one has to ask the question, “‘How have they been doing?” ‘‘ Why haven’t 
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they solved it?” and ‘What assurance do we have that they will solve it in the 
future?” If they do not solve it in the future, are we in a position to say that this 
is simply their misfortune, or is the national interest in national health involved? 

There are many good reasons why the States and municipalities have been 
doing poorly. First of all, the overwhelming economic differences between States 
creates a situation where pollution may be the worst in the very State that hag 
the least economic base to support remedial measures. The contrary may also be 
true. The States that have the most effective economic and tax base may have 
minimal problems of this type. It is not enough to say, as some have, that ajj 
that is needed is a strong will, and that if people are interested in doing something 
about it, they will do something about it. 

Unfortunately, if they do not do something about it, for whatever reason, the 
effect upon the public welfare is certainly adverse. Most States are eager to 
effect some sort of remedial program that can effectively curb the pollution jn 
their streams and rivers. It must beremembered that the States and municipalities 
have limited financial liability, hence, the competing aspects of other moneys 
further complicates their proolem of floating loans for sewage treatment plant con- 
struction. Anyone who has been on a door-to-door canvass to raise money or 
get subscriptions for school bonds is aware of the difficulty that municipalities 
have, as well as the States, in obtaining sufficient bond subscriptions for any 
municipal capital structure. F 

Further, the geographic nature of the problem is one which belies the statement 
that this is a local or sectional problem. Many rivers and streams run through 
many different States, and the failure in any one of them to take action to build 
the necessary sewage treatment plants can very well vitiate the efforts of the 
others. Thus, economically, financially, geographically, there appears to be no 
basis whatsoever for the contention that this most pressing problem is not national 
in scope and should be left to the inabilities of the States. The States and munici- 
palities have proven again and again that they cannot handle the problem, or the 
problem would not be in its present egregious state and would not be called to the 
attention of this committee. No one is able to give us any assurance that it 
would be handied in the future. 

Certainly special or parochial cases do not argue convincingly against the 
measure. There is no question that some people may be able to point to successes 
in some States without Federal aid. The fact that some States and some munici- 
palities can show a good record in sewage treatment construction does not mean 
that every other State or area is capable of it. 

We are somewhat shocked to hear of the administration’s attitude in this matter. 
We have been told in almost every State of the Union speech since the President’s 
inauguration of the necessity of partnership between the State, local, and Federal 
Governments, as well as between the Government and private enterprise. Cer- 
tainly, the present measure meets the criteria of the President’s proposal. 

Thus, the program appeared to have the blessing of the administration, more 
particularly of the President, because of its partnership features. To learn at 
this late date that the Federal Government is now abandoning its efforts and 
retreating to a position so totally inept, is to abrogate its responsibilities in the 
greatest measure. 

One does not have to be clairvoyant to see the possible attitudes and practices 
that will occur if H.R. 3610 is defeated. The catastrophic condition of our rivers 
and our streams, of our water supplies, of the needs of industry and others, will 
be brought to the Nation’s attention ond a crash program will be effected. Every- 
one knows the hazards of a crash program. One hundred dollars is spent as one 
dollar under such conditions. The amount that could have been expended, if 
properly timed, prudently planned, and expeditiously undertaken, will be far 
less than that expended in the sure-to-arrive emergency. H.R. 3610 represents 
a conservative and sober look at the problem. It provides basic remedial meas- 
ures for the present circumstance. We think that anything less than H.R. 3610 
will be a major setback to the entire water supply problem of the United States. 


Dr. Smirn. I believe the entire testimony by the Government 
witnesses this morning reminds me of the story that the coach of the 
Oklahoma University football team, of whom I am sure you know, 
Bud Wilkinson, told one time. He told about a team that was losin 
65 to 0 and they tried every play anybody ever taught them said 
it never worked. Finally they went back in a huddle and it was. 
about the last play in the game and they were calling off plays and 
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they said: “No, that won’t work,” and finally the quarterback said, 
“Let’s try a long, incompleted forward pass.’ 

Well, at the present time the paradox of the Government witnesses 
is seemingly to try a long, incompleted forward pass. 

This is one of the greatest paradoxes I have ever seen because the 
witness for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare— 
and I use the last term advisedly—indicated that he was for action 
and not words. 

We have also been told that we live by our deeds. If this is true, 
I think we are all being invited to be pallbearers to the Antipollution 
Control Act. 

It has been mentioned several times here that money is strength. 
We have to have the money to do this. The objectives are pretty 
well established. It is just a question of how to do it. 

Well, money is strength and the question is, the money, to be 
effective, has to be put in places where it can be used. In the im- 

mortal words of Damon Runyon, I can say only to you that the race 
may not go to the swift, nor the contest to the strong, but, friend, 
this is the way to bet, and I strongly suspect that if we do not do 
something and continue the program, a significant program that is 
working, ‘that all of our efforts here as to the fine objectives and the 
realization that the situation is serious is not going to be helpful. 

I have made a little list which I would like to review very quickly 
for the committee’s thought and consideration, of the various argu- 
ments proposed against this program. 

We are in the midst of a “ves, but”? program because the adminis- 
tration is saying that it is working effectively; it is going very well, but 
we want to change it. 

Now, the reason for changing it apparently is the philosophy with 
regard to the States. I had always heard —— 

Senator Kerr. Now, let’s examine that word “philosophy.”’ 

Is it possible that when the only interpretation of the doctrine 
described as a philosophy would be to stop putting any money into a 
program, that it might become penury instead of philosophy? 

Dr. Smirx. I would prefer the chairman’s use of the word here. I 
think that is more apt a description, but it is interesting that they use 
this procedure because the President in his state of the Union address 
in the very first instance, pointed out that one of the areas that he 
wanted to strengthen was the grants-in-aid sections to the States. 
He said this was one of the oldest traditional means by which we aided 
the various States and local governments. 

He talked about the money the Federal Government could put 
forth which would be bountiful and productive as a result of the States 
and municipalities helping themselves. 

This, to me, is precisely in terms of what the President himself 
described. So it is a little difficult for many of us to understand 
precisely what he means when he says now that this does not meet that 
criteria. 

Also, the Federal Government should study the means. I noticed 
that this situation, while it is becoming more difficult, we should study 
it more. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the University Council and we 
are worried about the Government usurping our basic rights. This 
administration has set up more study committees to perform more 
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studies of more problems than anything I have ever seen, and not 
always do these study committees come up with a report and quite 
often the study reports are a substitute for action. 

In this case, there are no substitutes for the action that is needed. 

I don’t think anybody, including the Government’s own witnesses, 
indicated that there is not a serious problem of considerable magni- 
tude that we have. So we are not suggesting that they should not 
study it, but we are suggesting that this should not be a substitute 
for the necessary action. 

I perhaps would have to own up to being an economist and accept 
all of the merits and demerits that that indicates, but simply to state 
that this method of financing, that has been suggested—it is almost 
like carrying coal to Newcastle to mention it now, since I think the 
chairman has fully explored it—this new method of financing is sup- 
posed to give us the financing for this sewage treatment. One or 
two items are suggestive, however, that even if they do have all of 
the opportunities to obtain all of this revenue, many of these States 
do not have the very sources of revenue to provide the necessary 
revenue to accomplish some of these problems. 

Also, in many instances States are forced to rely upon bonds and 
other borrowing, and the interest rates recently have simply pre- 
cluded much of the capital investment that States should and could 
be able to undertake. 

There is no provision for the different economic bases that are 
involved. One State may have the most serious problem and the 
least means by which to fight. Another State may be amply endowed 
and yet have the least problem. 

These things do not match up in the neatness that the administra- 
tion seems to think they do. Also, the obvious situation has been 
mentioned that there is no assurance with the release of these funds 
that additional amounts are going to be achieved. 

I was interested to see that the witness for the Bureau of the 
Budget, in answering the chairman’s question, at the end of 1960 this 
will be all as far as the Federal Government is concerned. 

Yet in the colloquy of a previous witness with Senator McCarthy, 
it was admitted the State legislatures may not meet for 2 years. It 
was suggested that maybe some interim program might have to take 
place, but no evidence or no interim program has been forthcoming. 

So this is a kind of Pontius Pilate affair. This is a neat and clever 
way of washing your hands of the national responsibility of it. And, 
coming back with a kind of pious hope that maybe something might 
be worked out when I suspect that most of the witnesses who appeared 
here this morning don’t really believe that anything really will be 
worked out. 

And I suspect that there are no specific programs to try and bridge 
the gap between the time the States could be active and the time that 
the money is supposed to be cut back. 

Also, the total expenditures, we were told that if this program 
continued the total expenditures would go down. And I see the 
distinguished chairman of the Subcommittee of Flood Control and 
Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, John Blatnik, of 
Minnesota, who has worked so long and so hard on this task, I think 
he will recall that much of the colloquy and debate before his com- 
mittee some time ago—1956—was to the effect that if this program 
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passed, the total amount of funds would go down, not up. Because 
various States would simply wait—or various communities would 
wait until Federal funds would come their way and they wouldn’t 
take action that they already had planned. 

We heard this argument again and again. Now we have some 
experience and we find as the witness just preceding me has so well 
stated, that in each instance the total expenditures have gone up at 
rates that no one at that time even suggested. 

So this argument has been well vitiated by the experience that the 
communities have had to date. 

The idea that the States can do this by themselves is easily, I think 
exploded by saying, ‘‘Why haven’t they?” 

We have had them for 150 years, and the problem continues to get 
worse. What assurance do we have that it is going to be better in the 
future? 

An excellent case—and this is certainly carrying coal to Newcastle 
is in the Southeast area with which the chairman is so familiar. We 
have all kinds of new problems of pollution and one that is very old. 
It is in an area regarding the Arkansas-Red River Basins where part 
of the problem there is due to the area of salt water seepage from 
springs. Many of the areas that these rivers serve are Texas, Okla- 
homa, and Arkansas. They flow through many of these States. One 
State could be extremely able in undertaking to obviate all of this 
pollution and still have polluted water if the State next to it did not 
take significant action. 

I understand that we are attempting to make a study in that area. 
Certainly it needs it, but it also needs Federal aid, and it needs the 
kind of grants-in-aid program that we have been effective in dealing 
with in other parts of the areas. 

So the suggested idea that the States do this by themselves—in many 
instances they are not economically competent to do it. In other 
instances the geography mitigates against this kind of action. And I 
simply suggest another thing: I am told now that we can take off in 
jet aircraft from New York and land in California and beat the clock. 
In other words, we can take off at 9 and land in California at some- 
thing like quarter until 9 or 10 till 9. 

We are able to do it with certain types of aircraft. I suggest that a 
United States that has been brought together so carefully by science 
and by other modern means of technology that we are an inter- 
dependent group—and this business of trying to solve all our problems 
by splitting them off into little pieces would be nice if it would work, 
but we can’t fight a war State by State and we can’t find answers to 
to other problems State by State. 

I suspect that everyone would be unhappy at having more and more 
concentration in the Federal Government, but in many instances it 
is here for areason. It is not here because someone is starry eyed and 
insisted it be here. It is here because the individual States and com- 
munities could not solve these problems, and this is precisely a case in 
point that we have under discussion. 

One other reason is that we can’t afford it. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a plea here in behalf of 
the citizens of the United States. They didn’t give me the right to 
represent them; they would like to have a little bit of the money or at 
least a little bit of the concern that is being shown for Burma and other 
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places. I understand the Burmese now are going to have a lot of 
sewage treatment plants because one of the problems in foreign aid 
that was brought up is the fact of the water control and the continued 
pollution—and we are moving strongly in that front. 

There is no conflict of States rights or State aid and apparently no 
one is too concerned. So I don’t think there is anything wrong with 
foreign aid, but I don’t think there is anvthing wrong with a little 
charity here at home either, in this particular area. 

The President is interested in a balanced budget and reminds me of 
a man who hollers for peace, peace, peace, yet there is no peace. J 
can understand his interest in a balanced budget because we have had 
one of the biggest unbalanced ones in the past year—$12¥ billion. 
While we had an unbalanced budget of $12% billion in terms of regular 
progress, there have been continued cuts in public expenditures and, 
of course, we are now coming back to the almost complete economic 
truism that you can’t have balanced budgets if you have significant 
unemployment. 

I will suggest that this administration, in this area of public ex- 
penditures for capital improvement, have come to a point that no 
other administration or no other time in our country has achieved, 
We did have unemployment in the 1930’s; we were perhaps a little too 
exuberant in the 1940’s, because we had inflation then, but in this last 
5 or 6 vears we have accomplished both of those. We have had both 
inflation and unemployment and I submit that that is one of the most 
unique economic contributions, or perhaps demerits, that we- have 
had in the last 150 vears. 

So, to use these arguments, to mitigate against the construction, 
the needed construction of sewage treatment plants in behalf of the 
public as a whole, whether they are industrial users and whether we 
have or do not have enforcement programs—we hope that we would 
have enforcement programs, but I submit they do not stand in com- 
petition with one another. 

They are supplementary to each other and they are both needed 
for an effective program. 

T hope that this committee will, in its wisdom, pass out the meas- 
ure it has before it, and I hope that this measure will prevail even 
in spite of the opposition by the administration. 

The Congress, in its wisdom, as a result of the administration’s 
recommendation for $25 million, will pass the $45 million out. I hope 
the Congress will take similar action with the antipollution members 
it has. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Dr. Smith, for a fine 
statement. 

Dr. C. L. Wilbar, secretary of health, State of Pennsylvania, and 
chairman of the sanitary water board. 


STATEMENT OF DR. C. L. WILBAR, SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA ie 

Dr. Wirzar. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on 
Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, I am Charles L. Wilbar, Jr., 
M.D., and I appear before you as the secretary of health of Penn- 
sylvania and also as a representative of the Association of State and 


Territorial Health Officers. 
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I have been the secretary of health in Pennsylvania for a year and 
a half, serving the last year of an unexpired term of the former sec- 
retary, and one-half year of a reappointment to the position for a 
4-year term. Previous to that time, for 5 years I was — secre- 
tary of health and before that, for 10 years, I was president of the 
poard of health of the Territory of Hawaii. I am certified as a 
specialist in public health by the American Board of Preventive 
Medicine, and I am a past president of the Conference of State and 
Provincial Health Authorities of North America. I also serve as 
chairman of the Sanitary Water Board of Pennsylvania and as a 
commissioner of the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
and the Interstate Commission of the Potomac River Basin. 

H.R. 3610, which has passed the House of Representatives and is 
now being considered by your committee, if enacted, would amend 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act in a manner which is favored 
both by the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers and 
by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The Association of State 
and Territorial Health Officers and the Sanitary Water Board of 
Pennsylvania have both officially gone on record as recommending 
changes in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act similar to those 
which are incorporated in H.R. 3610. 

I quote from the recommendation passed by the 1958 Annual 
Conference of the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers 
with the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service. This recom- 
mendation was passed after careful committee consideration and 
appraisal by the group of health officers as a whole at a meeting 
where very few of the Nation’s State or territorial health officers were 
absent. 

That the Congress of the United States be petitioned to amend Public Law 660 
with the view of increasing the effectiveness of the construction grants for the 
sewage treatment works program through: 

A. Increasing the total appropriation authorization and the appropriation so 
authorized; 

B. Increasing maximum grant provision; 

C. Authorizing municipalities as individual applicants to band together in 
constructing joint projects; and 

D. Permitting reallocation among the States of funds unobligated 3 years after 
the beginning of the fiscal year for which the funds were appropriated. 

Likewise, the Sanitary Water Board of Pennsylvania, which is the 
official agency established by law for stream pollution control within 
the Commonwealth, and is made up.of the heads of four major 
departments of the government and three appointees of the Governor, 
after studying H.R. 3610, unanimously passed a motion approving of 
this bill except for the clause which was originally in the bill to estab- 
lish an Office of Water Pollution Control rather than continuation of 
administration at the Federal level by the Public Health Service. 

The sanitary water board is opposed to removing the administration 
from the Public Health Service where it has been well handled and 
where we think it belongs; i.e., in the health agency of the Federal 
Government. 

I believe this stipulation of change of administration is no longer 
embodied in the bill as you now have it for consideration and as it 
passed the House of Representatives. 

No one can question that the water in our streams is an essential, 
but limited, national resource. It is essential for drinking purposes 
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to maintain human life and health and it is also essential for the 
industries which maintain this country’s high economic status. 

The extent of the limitations of our water supply has been fairly 
well measured, taking into consideration our rapid population and 
industrial growth in the past and the anticipated growth in the future. 
It becomes evident that before many more years have passed, indeed 
within the next two decades, the demand for water may become 
seriously close to the supply. Hence, every known means of keeping 
the water of our streams clean for use by humans and industries jg 
imperative for survival. 

There are two major sources of contamination of streams. These 
are industrial wastes and municipal sewage. In Pennsylvania, better 
than 70 percent of the industries which discharge wastes into the 
streams have provided proper treatment facilities and a large number 
of the other 30 percent are on the way to providing these facilities, 
However, of the sewered municipalities in the Commonwealth, 54 per- 
cent are not properly treating their wastes, and among existing treat- 
ment plants an increasing number are becoming overloaded and need 
additions or replacements. This is true in spite of the fact that during 
the years 1952 to 1957 inclusive, Pennsylvania spent more than any 
other State for sewage treatment works, indeed $157 million more than 
the State making the second highest expenditure. 

The Sanitary Water Board of our State has considerable authority 
invested in it and maintains constant pressure for construction of ade- 
quate sewage treatment works on the communities who do not have 
them, but we still have this considerable backlog of need. 

On a national scale, a study by the Public Health Service reported 
in ‘Sewage and Industrial Wastes,” volume 31, No. 1, January 1959, 
indicates that ‘‘The $1.8 billion cost to eliminate the backlog of 
municipal sewage treatment needs represents only a portion of what 
must be spent to conserve the quality of this Nation’s waters. The 
recent “Rockefeller Report”? on the national economy gives an esti- 
mated range of expenditures for water supply and sewage disposal of 
$2.7 to $3.5 billion in 1967. This is over two to three times as much 
as was spent in 1957. 

While expenditures for new sewage treatment plant construction have shown 
a decided annual increase in recent years, the rate of expenditure must increase 
still more sharply in order to make inroads on the large volume of immediate 
needs and still keep pace with the new needs of a rapidly increasing population, 

Unanimous opinions by a large group of health officers on subjects 
presented in them are not frequent. However, after careful scrutiny 
of a report of a meeting of Interstate Water Pollution Control Ad- 
ministrators, stating it is the unanimous opinion that the Federal 
grants had been a real stimulus to the development of water pollution 
control, the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers 
backed this opinion. They also backed the opinion that the grants— 
had been invaluable in expanding staff and, in some places, in establishing needed 
staff for development of water pollution control programs. 

In Pennsylvania, a large amount of local funds and a not inconsider- 
able amount of State funds were being spent on sewage treatment 
plants before the passage of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 
We were, therefore, at first fearful in our State that the Federal Act 
might cause municipalities who were otherwise planning to construct 
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treatment plants to wait for Federal grants and thus delay the number 
of treatment plants constructed, but we found by experience that the 
opposite result occurred, namely, a stimulus to more communities 
to build plants. 

During the 5 years previous to the passage of Public Law 660 by 
the Congress, new sewage treatment plants built in Pennsylvania 
averaged 11 per year. For the 2 years since the passage of the Federal 
Act, 24 new plants were constructed in our State in 1957 and 29 in 
1958. Forty-two municipalities were aided in their construction by 
the Federal grants. The number of municipalities contemplating 
construction of sewage treatment plants has greatly increased since 
the passage of the Federal Act. 

For the present fiscal year we have 44 communities requesting 
Federal grants. If the appropriation for the present fiscal year is 
the same as for the past fiscal year, i.e., $45 million for the country, 
of which Pennsylvania’s share is about $2,100,000, then 11 of these 44 
communities would receive Federal aid. 

If, however, the total appropriation is increased to $90 million, as 
would be the case if H.R. 3610 were enacted and appropriation made 
in accordance with it, then Pennsylvania’s allotment would be in the 
neighborhood of $4,200,000 and 25 communities would benefit and be 
stimulated by Federal aid. 

If, by any chance, the appropriation under Public Law 660 was 
reduced to $20 million and Pennsylvania’s proportionate share thereby 
reduced to $840,000, as I believe was recommended in one budget 
submitted by the President, there would be a drastic cutback on 
municipalities receiving Federal aid and stimulus to only four and part 
of a fitth request out of the 44 municipalities which have applied in our 
Commonwealth for Federal grants. 

The $45 million figure, which is the present annual rate of appro- 
priation, has not been sufficient to keep pace with the growing needs 
of our sewage treatment plants. The Pennsylvania Sanitary Water 
Board is, therefore, vigorously opposed to any reduction in the annual 
appropriation in this bill, as such a reduction might have a disastrous 
effect on the progress of Pennsylvania’s water pollution control pro- 
gram, but rather we would urge the passage of H.R. 3610 to increase 
the appropriation. 

We think that the provision in the bill that “no grant of more 
than $250,000 shall be approved for a project in any State until all 
projects filed from that State and political subdivision thereof for 
grants not exceeding $250,000 have first been approved” is a good 
one since this includes more municipalities than would otherwise be 
the case and these municipalities have shown their willingness to go 
ahead with construction at the maximum figure of $250,000. How- 
ever, in the future a raise of the ceiling to a maximum of $500,000 
per community or 30 percent, whichever is the least, as is provided 
im H.R. 3610, would still mean aiding more municipalities per year 
than is now the case, for it has been our experience that approximately 
one-half of the communities receiving grants under the formula 
receive less than $250,000. 

The Association of State and Territorial Health Officers, as well as 
we in Pennsylvania, are not unaware of the rising cost of Federal 
expenditures and we do not wish Federal aid when we can manage 
ourselves. The experience in Pennsylvania has shown that local and 
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State governments are more than willing to contribute their share of 
the costs of sewage treatment works. The accompanying graphs 
show the relative amount of funds spent from 1952 through 1958 on 
sewage treatment plants from local, State and Federal sources. The 
Federal funds, to the extent of $6,299,000, were expended only since 
the enactment of Public Law 660. However, during this total period 
$172 million of local funds and $8 million of State funds were spent on 
sewage treatment plants. 

Thus, in Pennsylvania the local and State groups are quite willing 
to provide their share of the costs but experience has now shown us 
that the Federal grants act as an important and needed catalyst and 
stimulus to our municipalities to build these much needed treatment 
plants. Also a number of the streams are interstate in their coverage 
and this would seem added reason for Federal participation in the 
costs of keeping these streams clean. 

Some of the figures quoted above for Pennsylvania are contained 
in a publication entitled ‘‘A Report to the People of Pennsylvania— 
Your Clean Streams Program” recently published by the Pennsyl- 
vania Department of Health and attached to this testimony. 


For the above reasons, I should like to urge approval by the Senate 
of the United States of H.R. 3610. 


Senator Kerr. Dr. Wilbar, I want to thank you for a very fine 


statement. A copy of your publication will be studied by the staff of 
the committee. 


Jack Merlman, assistant director, National Association of County 
Officials, representing Mr. Bernard P. Hillenbrand, executive director. 

His statement will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT FOR NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CouNTY OFFICIALS ON 8S. 805 AND 
H.R. 3610, sy Bernarp F. HILLENBRAND, ExecuTIvE Director, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF CouNTY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Bernard F. Hillen- 
brand. I am executive director of the National Association of County Officials 
(NACO). NACO represents and speaks for nearly 6,000 elected and appointed 
county officials in 47 States. 

The National Association of County Officials speaks, essentially, for counties 
and their citizens. However, we at once recognize that the crucial subject of 
these proceedings touches and affects the health and welfare of every American. 
Having seen, firsthand, the great and almost immediate benefits of the water 
pollution control program, I firmly believe that these sessions will make further 
contribution to the life abundant for all our people. 

The bills S. 805 and H.R. 3610 would double the size of the present grant 
program for the construction of waste treatment plants by increasing the maximum 
rrant for any one project from the present $250,000 to $500,000 and by increasing 

ederal appropriations to a rate of $100 million a year each year for a 10-year 
period. This should perpetuate and bolster the program by increasing construc- 
tion to the $575 million level necessary to adequately abate water pollution 
in this country. 

By thus breathing new life into the fight on water pollution this legislation 
seeks to achieve a goal long and steadfastly advocated by NACO as a matter of 
unwaivering county policy. The NACO American county platform (sec. 8-3) 
recommends: 

“Stream Pollution: Stream pollution is a national problem that has greatly 
reduced the amount of usable water available for agriculture, industrial and local 
water supply purposes. In many cases this pollution is of an interstate nature 
and quite beyond the economic capacity of local governments to control. 
Therefore, we believe that there is justification for Federal assistance to counties 
and other local agencies in the construction of local sewage treatment facilities 
and we strongly recommend that the Congress and the Federal administration 
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make available sufficient funds to implement this part of the Water Pollution 
Control Act.” 

I might say, too, Mr. Chairman, that we feel that the provision in these bills 
which would allow reallocation of funds into other States in those cases when a 
State did not use its total allotment is a significant step forward. Likewise, the 
provision which would permit local units to band together to construct a single 
areawide sewage treatment facility and receive Federal aid proportionally is a 
much-needed and farsighted development. NACO heartily endorses both vital 
features of the bill. 

Two recent Government publications concerning sewage treatment works in the 
United States cast some interesting additional light on the stimulating effect 
Federal grants have had on the construction of vitally needed pollution abatement 
facilities. The first of these publications is Public Health Service Publication 
No. 609 entitled, “Statistical Summary of Sewage Works in the United States.” 
On page 27 of this report, for example, I find that in 1957, 99 percent of all sewered 
communities in the United States had populations of less than 100,000. The 
second publication I refer to is Public Health Service Publication No. 633 entitled, 
“Sewage Treatment Works Contract Awards 1952-1957.’ On page 13 of this 
study I find that contract awards for sewage treatment works serving communities 
of less than 100,000 population jumped from a 1952-56 annual average of $106 
million to $193 million in 1957. Significantly, 1957 was the first full year of the 
grants-in-aid program. ‘This represents an increase of 82 percent over the previous 
5-year average and 56 percent over the previous high of $124 million experienced 
in 1956. Since over 95 percent of all Federal grants have gone to communities 
in this population group, there can be no doubt but that this substantial increase 
in construction has been due to Federal grants-in-aid. 

A hard-working panel at the recent urban county congress of the National 
Association of County Officials was devoted to a vigorous discussion of water 

ollution control facilities. I can assure this committee, after hearing 2 solid 
ours of discussion by county leaders from all over the country charged with the 
responsibility of protecting the people from the menace of polluted water, that 
county officials feel that it is absolutely imperative that the program go forward 
as stimulated in the bills S. 804 and H.R. 3610. The urgent deliberations of 
almost 1,000 county leaders at the urban county congress demonstrated only too 
clearly our belief that any water pollution control program providing less revital- 
ization than the subject legislation would create a real health hazard to populous 
urban counties. 

By way of example, let us look at what the Federal water pollution control 
program has meant to Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties, in 
Oregon. Frankly, it is not too pleasant to think what the picture might now be 
in that area were it not for the impetus provided by Federal assistance in com- 
bating water pollution. 

Mr. James Gleason, Multnomah county commissioner and chairman of the 
Tri-County Authority, testifying recently on H.R. 3610 for NACO before the 
House Committee on Public Works, told the committee that since 1957, Mult- 
nomah County, acting for the Tri-County Authority has— 

1. Purchased capacity and operates two small sewerage plants. 

2. Enlarged a trunk in cooperation with the city of Portland and private 

developer to provide capacity for a suburban district. 

3. Formed four sewage districts which are now under construction or in 

operation. 

4. Contracted with the cities of Gresham and Fairview and the Union 
Pacific Railroad, to provide service to 1,000 acres of residential and industrial 
development. 

5. Purchased land for the pumping station site and the permanent treat- 
ment plant site. 

6. Purchased land for a 15,000 population capacity interim treatment 
plant site. 

7. Completed contract discussions with the West Slope Sanitary District 
to jointly build an interim treatment plant and sewers and connecting inter- 
ceptors for a potential 10,000 population. 

8. Begun contract discussions with the cities of Beaverton and Portland 
to treat some of their sewage. 

9. Completed engineering contracts for the design and inspection of one 
15,000 population and one 10,000 population treatment plants, and the 
intercepting sewers for them. 

10. Begun planning with the Oak Lodge Sanitary District to provide them 
with pumping and treatment facilities. 
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The total cost of this construction is in excess of $4,500,000. Because of the 
staggering cost burden, financing is, and probably will continue to be, the Tri- 
County authority’s problem. And that is why the help provided by water pollu- 
tion control legislation means so much to these counties. 

At the same time, Mr. Gleason and the Tri-County Authority believe that local 
communities must not depend entirely on Federal aid for essential and desperately 
needed public projects and in line with that outlook they have endeavored to se. 
cure State legislation allowing adequate financing on the local level. 

The Oregon situation I have selected as an example exists in counties all across 
the land. The funds provided by an accelerated water pollution control program 
will assist counties and stimulate counties to vigorous action when county finances 
are strained to the breaking point but with the public health and safety still in 
jeopardy because the job is not finished. 


CONCLUSION 


The bills, S. 805 and H.R. 3610, constitute a vitally needed measure and should 
be enacted to insure that the American people will no longer be confronted with 
the peril of contaminated water. The National Association of County Officials 
supports and recommends passage of this legislation. I thank you again for this 
opportunity to appear before you. I will endeavor to answer, to the best of my 
ability, any questions that you may have. ? 


Senator Kerr. The next witness is Daniel A. Poole. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, REPRESENTING WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Pooise. Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the 
Outdoor News Bulletin, a biweekly conservation news service of the 
Wildlife Management Institute. 

The institute is one of the older national conservation organiza- 
tions—its program, which is dedicated to the wise use of natural 
resources in the public interest, dates back to 1911. 

Reports and clippings reaching the institute from all parts of the 
Nation show widespread public support for amendment of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act as proposed by S. 805 and H.R. 3610. 

There can be no misunderstanding; the people want the program 
strengthened and expanded so that more progress can be made in 
abating the menace of water pollution to health, municipal and in- 
dustrial water supplies, and to economic growth and expansion. 
In addition to meeting financial needs, these proposals also focus 
congressional attention on administrative and operational impedi- 
ments that have been preventing the Federal program from achieving 
maximum public benefits. 

I will not attempt to duplicate the expert testimony the committee 
already has heard concerning the deplorable situation of the Nation 
in water pollution. It has been shown that the present construction 
grants program has barely permitted State and local authorities to 
keep pace with the new sources of water contamination. These 
same experts have testified that the act has not made much headway 
in cleaning up the large backlog of municipal pollution that developed 
because of State and Federal inaction in the past. 

It is a well known fact that the inadequately treated sewage which 
has been discharged into streams from cities during the past 35 years 
has risen in volume to the equivalent of 15 million persons. At the 
same time, the industrial wastes reaching the Nation’s water courses 
have risen to the equal of 60 million persons. This disgraceful 
situation compounds a national paradox—while progressively and 
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shamefully polluting our waters, the ever-mounting human demands 
on these same streams and lakes continue to rise spectacularly. Public 
health and national welfare demands the end of foul water; cities, 
industries and every man, woman, and child must have clean water. 

The pressing national need for water supplies of proper quality and 
quantity is irrefutable. Its importance is reflected in the attention 
given water resources in Congress, in State legislatures, and in the 
press. The situation already is crucial in many areas. Water pollu- 
tion control cannot and must not be confined merely to offsetting new 
polluting sources. Contamination from past years still confronts us, 
and the authorization and financing of a cleanup water pollution 
control program is a major natural resources need of this Nation. 

The President’s own Water Pollution Control Advisory Board has 
given full support to this expansion program. The Board has ap- 
proved ‘‘doubling the limitation on individual grants, and the provi- 
sion for reallocation of unused construction grants funds * * *.” At 
the same time, the Board recommended that the annual budget for 
construction grants be increased ‘‘to the level necessary for meeting 
the States’ construction grants needs.”’ 

In a recent poll of the State water pollution control administrators 
and sanitary engineers, the Board subsequently found that an over- 
whelming majority believe that the grants program is stimulating 
sewage plant construction. The State officials favor the doubling of 
the construction grants allocations, oppose elimination of further Fed- 
eral construction grants, and favor the granting of accelerated amor- 
tization rates for industry for capital investments to meet State and 
interstate water pollution control objectives. The answers given by 
those experts show that $100 million is needed annually for construc- 
tion grants. 

Although it previously had rejected a plan for the creation of an 
Assistant Secretary of Water Pollution Control in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Advisory Board expressed 
deep concern about the ‘present low status of the program within 
the Public Health Service.’”” The Board recommended that the 
HEW Secretary “take immediate action to elevate the program’s 
es: oe 

The House Public Works Committee, in a 1956 report, stated that 
it believed the HEW Department ‘should place a high priority on 
the objectives of the program authorized by the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act”’ authorized in 1956, and that the Department ‘will 
diligently carry out its role in this Federal-State cooperative activity 
by providing a constructive program within an appropriate adminis- 
trative framework.” 

That recommendation has the support of conservationists through- 
out the United States. Many organizations and groups have sug- 
gested that Secretary Flemming initiate action to get the water pollu- 
tion control program out of the basement and up on a level where it 
can move forward. 

The HEW Department subsequently announced plans to elevate 
and improve the program’s stature by giving it division status within 
the Public Health Service at the time of the House hearing on H.R. 
3610. Those who are aware of the long-established barriers that act 
against the pollution control program in HEW believe that such a 
reorganization falls short of what is needed. 
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The water pollution control program had divisional status from 
1948 to 1953. This plan merely reinserts the program in an adminis. 
trative slot it occupied years ago. It raises water pollution contro] 
only one step in the long stairway of administrative hindrances that 
lead out of the subbasement. The program officers must be able to 
get their heads above water where they have some recognition jn 
HEW and where they can work with all levels of government. 

The House committee recommended, and the House sustained, 
deletion of provisions in H.R. 3610 which would have established ag 
Office of Water Pollution Control in the HEW Department. The 
committee report states this was done to “give this new organizational 
pattern a chance to prove itself.’”’ The committee went on to say, 
however, that it “will keep this program under close surveillance and 
if this new division status does not prove effective, consideration will 
be given to promoting this program to its proper place in the adminis- 
trative sphere by legislative means as advocated by many national 
interests and groups.”’ 

There has been some understandable disappointment because the 
House did not recommend creation of an Office of Water Pollution 
Control in HEW. This stems essentially from two factors—the 
urgent national need for clean water and the knowledge that the 
program operated not too successfully under divisional status years 
ago. 

Conservationists are heartened, however, by the clear statement of 
intent in the House report to legislate on this matter should the new 
reorganization fail public need and desire. Should the Congress, in 
the final analysis, decide to establish the Office of Water Pollution 
Control, that action will be widely acclaimed. But if the final decision 
is to give the new organization a trial period, then it is hoped that 
Congress will make a strong record of its intention to take immediate 
remedial action should important and anticipated contributions 
required of effective water pollution control fail to satisfy national 
water needs because of inadequate organizational and administrative 
recognition in the HEW Department. 

We have heard much during the past few months about the proposal 
of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee to hand the construction 
grants activities to the States along with a part of the Federal tele- 
phone tax as an inducement of sorts to take over. Concomitant 
with that proposal was the Bureau of the Budget’s slash of the grants 
appropriation by $25 million for the next fiscal year, with June 30, 
1960, specified as the termination date for the unloading of this 
Federal responsibility. 

These parallel actions by the joint committee and the Budget 
Bureau met with wide disfavor. The President’s Water Pollution 
Control Advisory Board called the joint committee’s suggestion ‘not 
feasible, despite the knowledge and understanding on the part of each 
member that the current plan reportedly had administration blessing.”’ 

Some authorities have questioned both the legality and advisability 
of continuing the telephone tax at either the Federal or State level. 
Telephone users are asking why they should bear the costs of facilities 
required to clean up pollution created by all the people. There is an 
organized campaign by telephone companies, and many bills have 
been introduced in Congress to abolish the communications tax. 
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A brief item entitled ‘‘An Unfair Tax,” appeared in the March 
bulletin of the Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. and other 
companies are conducting a similar campaign. Furthermore, we 
contend that the joint committee’s plan gives no assurance that the 
State would spend the money for construction grants even if they 
got the tax. 

This position is strengthened by recent press reports. Many State 
governments are facing enlarged expenditures. The chief executives 
in New York, Pennsylvania, California, Michigan, and Massachu- 
setts—just to name a few—are searching for funds to pay increasing 
costs of government. Even if the telephone tax could be restricted 
for water pollution control work by the States, which is questionable, 
it is unlikely that the State legislatures would let the money be used 
for construction grants. That undoubtedly is the reason why this 
ill-conceived scheme by the Joint Action Committee and the Budget 
Bureau is opposed by the President’s own Water Pollution Advisory 
Board and by the health and sanitary engineer officers in most of the 
States. 

In closing, I wish to direct your attention to the 30th Report of 
the House Committee on Government Operations, 85th Congress, 
2d session, House Report No: 2533. In specific comment on the 
Joint Action Committee’s recommendation, the Government Opera- 
tions Committee said, in part—page 30: 

The transfer of Federal grant programs is no panacea for the weakness of State 
and local government. If the intent of such a proposal is to increase State 
responsibility, this approach alone would neither foster responsibility nor alter 
the conditions which earlier inhibited State action * * *. Responsibility cannot 
be created by a transfer or programs and tax sources. 

The States and the Federal Government did little prior to 1956 
to take a positive position with respect to polluted waters. The 1956 
act got things going. ‘The record now shows that this vital program 
must be expanded and accelerated as proposed in the measures before 
this committee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Poole. 


C. D. Shoemaker. 


STATEMENT OF C. D. SHOEMAKER, REPRESENTING INTERNA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, FISH, AND CONSERVATION 
COMMISSIONERS ; 


Mr. SHoeMAKER. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to read my state- 
ment; I am going to file it for the record. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Shoemaker follows:) 


SrateMENT or Cart D. SHOEMAKER, GENERAL COUNSEL, INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF GAME, FIsH, AND CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Carl D, Shoemaker 
and I am the general counsel of the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners. 

This is an organization composed of the State game directors and commis- 
sioners of the 49 States. They are the responsible officers of the several States 
having jurisdiction over the fish and game within their borders. They represent 
the 21 million sport fishermen and the 12 million hunters of this Nation. They 
reflect the thinking of this vast number of outdoorsmen. 
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The sportsmen pay their own way by purchasing annual licenses to pursue their 
outdoor recreation. But pollution has robbed these red-blooded Americans of 
thousands of miles of fine fishing waters. 

The fish and game commissioners know the temper and the feeling of the people 
in their States. They know that there is an ever-increasing pressure on these 
waters and at the same time a constantly decreasing area in which to fish due to 
the effects of pollution. 

It has been the fishermen in many instances who have carried the torch and been 
responsible for the construction of treatment facilities in a large number of com. 
munities throughout the country. Fishermen were among the first to alert the 
public to the increasing menace of polluted waters. 

Three years ago a start was made by the Federal Government when it passed 
the Blatnik Act, Public Law 660. This provides for construction grants to assist 
smaller, less financially able, communities in their efforts to solve their pollution 
problems. The original bill carried authorization for $100 million a year for 19 
years. This was a minimum figure. But Congress cut it in half. 

However, these appropriations are not sufficient. More money is essential if we 
are to keep up with the pollution local. 

The controlling reason for Federal participation in this program was that the 
States did not meet their pollution control responsibilities. A few States, backed 
up by popular demand and support, did and have carried on a good program, 
Many others were satisfied to provide clean drinking waters for their citizens and 
let it go at that. 

Today that is not enough. There are too many uses of water to subscribe to 
that philosophy. There are other facets of modern living which need clean water, 
Boating, swimming, navigation, industry, and many domestic uses demand con- 
sideration. 

A dead stream does not support aquatic life. By the same token it is unfit for 
the many other uses of water, including all the phases of recreation. 

For these reasons, and many others which have been or will be more eloquently 
presented here by other witnesses, the International Association of Game, Fish, 
and Conservation Commissioners endorses H.R. 3610. 

At the annual meeting of the Western Association of Game, Fish, and Conserva- 
tion Commissioners, a regional group of the organization which I represent, held 
early this month in Portland, Oreg., a resolution was passed reaffirming its long 
history of sustained support to wipe out pollution throughout the Nation. 

We feel that greater progress can only be made by a realistic approach to the 
pollution menace, and that Americans generally favor the provisions of this 
measure. Let’s take this necessary step now. 

I thank you. 

Mr. SHoeMAKER. I do want to say here that you have made the best 
argument, in your questions with reference to this bill and I wish that 
I had incorporated them in my brief statement. 

I represent the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners. Your old friend, Bob Alldredge, who 
was the game director of your State, is the president of that organi- 
zation at the present time and is now in Florida, as you know. 

My voice is a little bit husky and I am not prepared to go into any 
argument. Therefore, I shall thank you again for the opportunity 
of presenting this statement. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Shoemaker, both for 
your statement, which you have filed, and for your very kind remarks. 

Mrs. C. D. Shoemaker. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. C. D. SHOEMAKER, REPRESENTING 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE GARDEN CLUBS, INC., AND 
NATIONAL CAPITAL GARDEN CLUB LEAGUE, INC. 


Mrs. SHoeMAKER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I will file my brief statement for the record also. 
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(The prepared statement of Mrs. Shoemaker follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. C. D. SHOEMAKER, REPRESENTING NatTIONAL CouNcIL 
or STaTE GARDEN C.uBs, INC., AND THE NATIONAL CapiTaL GARDEN CLUB 
Leacug, Inc. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Mrs. C. D. Shoe- 
maker. As a member of its legislative committee, I am representing the National 
Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., an organization of affiliated clubs in 47 
States and the District of Columbia, with a membership totaling more than 
400,000. In addition, as conservation chairman, I am representing the National 
Capital Garden Club League, Inc., which is a federation of 106 garden clubs 
and affiliates, located in Washington and the Maryland and Virginia suburbs, 
with a membership of approximately 6,000 men and women. 

These organizations supported legislation which became Public Law 660, and 
are on record in support of H.R. 3610. (In its original form identical to S. 805.) 

Originally proposed as a 10-year program for construction of waste treatment 
facilities on the basis of $100 million a year in Federal aid to communities, Public 
Law 660 was a compromise measure that got underway with a 50 percent cut in 
funds. The legislation now under consideration restores funds originally sug- 
gested, and increases individual project grants from $250,000 to $500,000, giving 
priority to smaller communities less able financially to finance treatment works. 

Historically, water pollution control was set up on the basis of control of 
communicable diseases. Health Departments came into existence because of 
epidemics of typhoid fever and dysentery but even today the public does not 
know the cost of disease resulting from polluted waters. This is a difficult situ- 
ation to evaluate, yet it has been stated by reputable authority that the number 
of diseases recorded as a result of water pollution is greater than those that 
can be proved as related to air pollution, a subject that presently is causing 
grave concern in some of our large metropolitan areas. 

H.R. 3610 and 8. 805 are the culmination of some 20 years of effort to obtain 
Federal recognition of a national disgrace. Each delaying year has seen costs of 
plant construction mount while an exploding population makes ever more demand 
on water resources. Yet in this jet propelled age of transportation, we find our- 
selves in the horse and buggy era so far as treating municipal and industrial 

llutants are concerned. This fact was recognized apparently by Secretary 

lemming, when in a press conference last October, he called upon industry and 
governments to develop new concepts and technological devices to fight the hidden 
menace of pollution. 

Here in Washington an addition to the Blue Plains sewage treatment plant 
recently was dedicated. With respect to this plant, a public health official noted 
that with the completed plant in full operation the polluted Potomac in this area 
will be comparable in condition to its state in the year 1911. This example, 
multiplied around the country, points up the fact that we are not only lagging in 
taking care of current population needs but actually losing ground while the prob- 
lem becomes more pressing. Are we waiting for a waterborne scourge to attack us 
before we face up to the need for an all-out campaign for pollution abatement? 

In reviewing testimony presented before the House Committee on Public Works 
we are impressed by two facts, namely, the overwhelming support of H.R. 3610 
as approved in the House, particularly from State and regional health agencies, 
and opposition testimony, aside from that of the administration, from only the 
National Association of Manufacturers and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

In its consistent opposition to Federal participation in a clean stream program, 
industry loses sight of its moral obligation to the public in its use of a natural 
resource. Industry is the largest user of water and must seek high quality intake 
waters for its various purposes, thus has an enormous stake in clean streams. 
True, some of its more progressive leaders recognize industry’s responsibility in 
treating its wastes, which befoul the streams, but it is doubtful if this philosophy 
has permeated sufficiently to assure any widespread voluntary action, particularly 
when industry claims that pollution abatement facilities are nonrevenue producing. 

The National Council of State Gerden Clubs and the National Capital Garden 
Club League wholeheartedly support increased appropriations for grants for 
sewage plant construction. The cost may seem large but can the richest Nation 
on eerth afford to temporize or close its eyes to realities? Clean water is every- 
body’s business, and the health and welfare of our people should not be further 
jeopardized by false economy. 
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We oppose any proposal to turn the program back to the States because the 
States have had the responsibility for pollution control and have been unwilling 
or unable to meet the situation, 

If we accept the evidence that has been presented previously, Public Law 660 
is working successfully. Therefore, it is respecifully urged that this committee 
recommend its continuance, and implement it with necessary funds as provided 
in H.R. 3610, already approved by the House. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing here. 

Mrs. SHOEMAKER. I would like to say as a member of the legislative 
committee, I represent the National Council of State Garden Clubs, 
an organization of affiliated clubs in 48 States and the District of 
Columbia. 

I also represent the National Capital Garden Club League, which 
is a federation of 106 clubs and affiliates in the Washington and 
metropolitan area with a membership of approximately 6,000. 

I would state briefly that these organizations are in favor of in- 
creased grants for treatment plant construction and have gone on 
record in favor of H.R. 3610. We oppose any proposal to turn back 
the program to the States because the States have had the responsi- 
bility and have shown themselves either unwilling or unable to meet 
the situation. 

I should like to make one comment about Dr. Wilbar’s statement 
and to commend the industries in his State. If 70 percent of the 
industries in Pennsylvania are treating their waste adequately, I 
think that is a marvelous record. 

I do that in view of the fact that I comment on the consistent 
opposition of the National Association of Manufacturers and the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce to strong Federal participation in this 
program. 

I should also like to state for the benefit of the State of Pennsylvania 
that 10 years or so ago in similar hearings the State of Pennsylvania 
came in here in support of a strong Federal participation in a clean 
streams program. 

Thank you very much for the privilege of being here. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mrs. Shoemaker. 


Royal H. Carlock. 


STATEMENT OF ROYAL H. CARLOCK, MEMBER, EXECUTIVE 
BOARD, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Carztock. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Royal H. Carlock, a member of the national executive board of the 
Izaak Walton League of America. I have the honor, also of serving 
as a member of the Maryland Water Pollution Control Commission. 

The Izaak Walton League is a nationwide citizen organization, 
dedicated to the promotion of conservation and wise use of America’s 
natural resources. The league is supported almost wholly by the 
nominal dues paid by its individual members. , 

Since its organization, more than 37 years ago, the league has 
devoted more attention to the problems of pollution, pollution con- 
trol and abatement than to any other single conservation issue. This 
is as it should be, because the problem is universal and because each 
of us as individuals contribute to its magnitude. 

Moreover, as is fast becoming a certainty, water—clean, usable 
water—is our greatest limiting resource, for growth of communities, 
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for industry, agriculture, and for all the elements that make up a 
decent and wholesome environment. 

The accelerating spiral of population has been the subject of much 
discussion lately. Consequently, it is interesting to look back 3 years, 
to July 9, 1956, when Public Law 660 was signed into law, and realize 
that 8% million Americans have since been added to our population. 

This population increase is the equivalent of the population in the 
1,381 communities of 25,000 people or less which have been assisted 
in cleaning up their pollution by this essential program. 

This points up the fact that the present program is not of a magni- 
tude to make as much progress against the backlog of existing pollu- 
tion as needed—and to keep up with sources of new pollution—and 
it also points up the basic reason for the legislation now before you. 

Looking to the future and a doubling of our population and very 
likely a fourfold increase in our water-use requirements, it becomes 
crystal clear that we dare no longer temporize with the pollution 
abatement and prevention problem, nor delay in pushing vigorously 
toward its solution at every level. 

From its earliest days, the Izaak Walton League has recognized the 
clear responsibility of each municipality to provide adequate treatment 
of its own sewage; just as it is the clear responsibility of each industrial 
concern to clean up its own wastes as part of its costs of doing business. 

The league, through its local chapters and members, has labored 
long and hard in hundreds of communities to achieve that desired goal. 
It has been a long, hard, and often frustrating fight. Public Law 660 
has provided the first strong ray of hope. 

We have recognized the clear responsibility of the State to establish 
and carry out programs to assure that its political subdivisions do 
discharge this responsibility adequately. League membership has 
labored long and hard in most every State for strong and effective 
State laws and programs. 

Similarly, we have recognized that water courses know no political 
boundaries and consequently that pollution control rightly is a 
Federal as well as a local, State, and interstate responsibility. 

While the league supports control measures at the lowest effective 
level of Government, it holds there should be ample Federal authority 
to enforce pollution abatement and prevention where lesser authority 
proves ineffectual or inadequate. 

The league has consistently supported improved pollution laws at 
the Federal level. 

We are convinced that the Federal pollution control program, during 
its short life, has made a very great contribution to the cleaning up 
of America’s waterways. 

Moreover, it has done so in a manner which is strengthening the 
ability and the will of the States to meet fully their responsibilities. 

It has shifted from the individual community none of the com- 
munity’s basic responsibility to clean up its own mess. It has pro- 
vided an incentive; it has provided the financial assistance which 
more often than not has spelled the difference between a sewage 
treatment project or none. 

We believe the program comes pretty close to an ideal in Federal- 
State-local cooperation. It appears, as well, to be one of the least 
costly of Federal programs in terms of overhead. 
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It is becoming increasingly evident that the sponsors of Public 
Law 660 were correct when they proposed originally that the con- 
struction grants program be carried out in the order of $100 million 
per year. 

The backlog of projects grows month by month. Consequently we 
support strongly the amendment which would increase the authoriza- 
tion from $50 million to $100 million annually. 

In some instances, seeking greater efficiency, lesser capital invest- 
ment and lower unit operating costs, it makes sense for two or more 
separate municipalities to develop a joint sewage treatment facility, 

The purpose of Public Law 660 to assist communities in their finane- 
ing of projects can well be thwarted if such joint projects are con- 
sidered to be but one project for purposes of figuring the amount of 
Federal contributions. 

Hence, we support the amendment which would permit each com- 
munity participating in a joint project to receive the appropriate grant 
as if it were a separate project. 

We in the league, with a majority of membership in the medium to 
small communities, are particularly conscious of the public works 
financing problems of the smaller communities. 

It has seemed by the record that the construction grants program 
has been particularly effective in helping the small community over- 
come that problem. To illustrate: A $36,000 grant means more in a 
$127,000 project (28 percent) than a $250,000 grant in a $2% million 
project (10 percent). 

We wonder if increasing the maximum grant from $250,000 to 
$500,000 would tend to reduce the number of smaller communities 
which could apply successfully for assistance. 

We recognize that from the standpoint of achieving maximum bene- 
ficial results in the elimination or prevention of pollution, the higher 
figure might be an important tool for the State. 

Perhaps we can assume, safely, that the State public health or other 
agency administering the program at the State level, will consider all 
such factors in determining the proper priority of project applications. 
They have the full authority under the program now to establish 
priorities and they are doing a good job of it. 

We have noted the language in H.R. 3610 as passed by the House, 
and we believe it will satisfy our concern in this regard. 

We endorse the amendment which would permit reallocation of 
funds after the close of each fiscal year. We anticipate that this would 
provide a further stimulus to prompt action by community and State 
agency alike. 

Over the past year there has been much discussion of the proposals 
of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee with respect to the 
Federal grants program. The proposal contained four basic comments: 

1. That the grants provisions of Public Law 660 were intended to 
encourage accelerated construction of municipal waste treatment 
plants. We agree this was the case and moreover it is successfully 
accomplishing the objective. 

2. That municipal sewage treatment problems are essentially the 
responsibility of the municipalities themselves. We agree, and we 
believe the program is strengthening community responsibility. 

3. That the States should help the municipalities. Here again we 
agree and believe that most of them can be of maximum help now by 
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maintaining and vigorously enforcing high standards which apply to 
all pollutors, municipal and industrial, present and potential. 

4. That the Federal grants program be eliminated and that there 
be substituted therefor a grants program by the States. Coupled 
with this was the idea that a portion of the Federal telephone tax be 
turned over to the States to finance such a State program. 

While substantial progress has been made in many States in recent 
years, and there is a growing determination on the part of the public 
that pollution be eliminated, we do not believe the time has come 
when the Federal Government may wash its hands of any of its 
responsibilities by relinquishing a major aspect of its program. 

The program is working in stimulating and accelerating pollution 
abatement projects. 

Just as important, it is helping a great many States to lift themselves 
up by their bootstraps in recovering ground lost by generations of 
public apathy. 

We are on the way toward national high standards for what our 
water supplies should be. Achieving this in each of the States will 
be a sufficiently difficult task to occupy their skills and energies for 
the next few years. 

We see no connection whatsoever between the building of sewage 
treatment facilities and the Federal telephone tax. We see no 
assurance that funds so made available to the States would in fact 
be allied to the desired program. We see no element of economy 
involved. 

As a matter of fact, we see no real advantage in such a proposal if 
carried out, and we do see the very real danger that the momentum 
built up the past few years would be lost, and this the Nation can 
neither afford nor tolerate. 

We respectfully and strongly urge that H.R. 3610 be enacted, and 
that the expanded program be fully implemented. We shall all be 
able, then, to face the water supply problems of the future with a 
great deal more reasoned assurance. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Carlock. 

Mr. John Curran. 

Mr. Curran. Mr. Chairman, in general, our remarks parallel 
those of the previous speakers who favor this legislation. I would 
therefore like at this time to submit, on behalf of the AFL-CIO, our 
statement in strong support of H.R. 3610 and 8S. 805. 

Senator Kurr. Thank you very much, sir. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Curran follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JoHN T. CurRRAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS IN 
Support oF H.R. 3610 anv 8. 805 


Mr. Chairman, my name is John T. Curran. I am legislative representative 
of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations. 
We are happy to have been given this opportunity to appear before your sub- 
committee today in order to express the strong support of the AFL-CIO for 
H.R. 3610 and §. 805 to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, 

The AFL-CIO actively endorsed and worked for the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1956 and the proposed 1957 amendments to the act. This year, 
We are most encouraged that the House of Representatives overwhelmingly passed 
H.R. 3610 now before this subcommittee. We urge that the Senate act rapidly 
to pass H.R. 3610 without any crippling amendment. We are convinced this 
legislation is badly needed to add further strength to the program of decontam- 
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inating our rivers from waste in order to utilize more fully against expanding 
future needs this key resource of humanity. 

The statement on natural resources adopted in February 1959 by the executive 
council of the AFL—CIO pointed out that: 

““By 1975, Americans will require twice as much water as they now use. But 
675 million acre-feet of water are wasted to the sea annually. Pollution and 
siltation prevent or reduce human use of much of our fresh water.” 

Our policy statement also calls for “‘comprehensive river basin programs” 
that will comprise ‘‘pollution abatement,” as well as the rest of the full range of 
beneficial uses of water. 

We support the specific provision in H.R. 3610 and S. 805 to increase the 
annual allotments and the total program authorization to the various States for 
the grants-in-aid program to municipalities as established by the 1956 act. 

The nationwide problem of municipal financing of needed sewage works is of 
such large and growing dimensions as to constitute a need beyond the financial] 
capacity of municipal governments to meet adequately. 

Urbanization in a few concentrated areas of our country—the narrow coastal 
strip from Boston to Virginia, the great Middle West population centers, the 
Pacific coast from San Francisco to Los Angeles—is swallowing up the country- 
side at a dizzy rate. Probably three-fourths of the estimated 230 millions of 
Americans in 1975 will be living and working in such superurban areas occupying 
only a relatively small fraction of the land area of the United States. 

The demand for abundant supplies of water usable for domestic, industrial, 
and other purposes will be topheavy, placing a tremendous burden on the flow 
of a relatively few major river systems. 

This means that we must look ahead to a time, in our national life in a relatively 
few years, where every drop of water that flows in these streams must be con- 
trolled, used and reused, and kept as free of pollution from sewage, siltation, 
and industrial wastes as the techniques of modern river engineering can devise, 

We in the AFL-CIO have a direct stake in a full-scale program to attack the 
problem of our polluted rivers. Our stake is that of citizens who consume water, 
and who, in increasing numbers seek recreation among our lakes and streams, 
Labor’s stake is also that of workers in many industries which locate where there 
are sources of water for their manufacturing processes. 

We regard the modest program begun by the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act of 1956 as having proven its worth already, in spite of the efforts of this 
administration to squeeze it dry by recommending a drastic cut in appropriations 
of grants-in-aid for fiscal 1960. 

The statistics on how the 1956 act has stimulated the efforts of communities 
to control sewage contamination are most compelling as contained in the House 
report accompanying H.R. 3610: 

(1) After only 2 years of operation of the 1956 act, sewage work construction 
programs by various communities will control sewage pollution on 14,000 
miles of America’s streams and rivers. 

(2) Construction has sharply increased in sewage disposal facilities in 1957 
and 1958 which amounted to $351 million and $389 million, respectively, 
as compared $222 million over the 5-year period from 1952 through 1956. 

(3) Most of the increase in construction of sewage disposal facilities in 1957 
and 1958 was provided by communities receiving grants-in-aid from the 
Federal Government under the 1956 act—$118 million in 1957 and $143 
mnillion in 1958. 

As the House report points out: “‘ (These data) also indicate that a doubling of 
grant funds would further increase construction to about the required level of 
$575 million” as necessary to wear away the accumulated need for new sewage 
disposal facilities and modernize obsolescent plants. 

Four States— Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maryland—have initiated 
State-financed matching funds programs based on the Federal program. We be- 
lieve that more States will follow suit if the amendments to the 1956 act now before 
your subcommittee are enacted into law this year. We oppose the proposal of 
the administration to make provision of State matching funds a prerequisite for 
any community needing Federal financial assistance to receive it. The Federal 
Government must meet its national responsibilities regardless of how many 
States act to meet their own State responsibilities in this field. 

The 1956 act has shown that we can attain broad gains in decontaminating the 
water in our streams and that the goals of relatively full use of these waters can 
be reached if we recognize its importance to every American and do not short- 
sightedly place the value of a dollar at a higher premium than the health and well- 
being of our citizens. 
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We see in H.R. 3610 and S. 805 a challenge to this administration’s penny- 
inching ways with programs which aid people, and its efforts at the behest of 

selfish interests to hand over entirely to the various States and individuals full 
responsibility for assuring their citizens an uncontaminated water supply—a 
task for which their resources are inadequate, and a problem which is 
contemptuous of State boundary lines and is truly national in its dimensions. 

We believe that this enlarged program will, as the present modest one had 
already done, provide the real incentive through sorely needed technical and 

lanning assistance, and financial aid, to stimulate more State and local incentive 
to undertake water pollution abatement facilities than any administration- 
inspired slogan of ‘‘do it yourself”. 

The rise in needs for public services due to the rise in huge urban agglomerations 
and the upward spiral in population is proceeding at a rate beyond the capacity 
of single municipalities and single States to cope with them. 

That is why this kind of legislation is needed as an attack on the filth—human 
and industrial—which is now carried in many of our major rivers. We feel that 
establishment of an Office of Water Pollution Control within the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare is a constructive step forward. It will give proper 
recognition to the need for an aggressive nationwide program in pollution abate- 
ment and, equally important, recognition of the decisive part that water plays in 
our national existence. 

The AFL-CIO also wishes to endorse strongly the provision now in the 1956 
act, and carried forward to H.R. 3610 and 8S. 805, that workers employed by 
contractors or subcontractors on projects for which grants will be made under 
provisions of H.R. 3610 will be paid the prevailing local wage under the Davis- 
Bacon Act. 

The AFL-CIO executive council’s February statement on natural resources 
says that: 

“Land, water, and energy constitute the material foundations upon which our 
civilization rests. Without them we could not exist. 

“The capacity and growth potential of our national economy depend largely 
on how well we provide now the forward looking policies and programs fully to 
conserve, develop, manage, and utilize our great but not unlimited stockpile of 
natural resources.” 

We endorse H.R. 3610 and S. 805 as carrying out in a specific program the spirit 
of the philosophy just expressed, and urge that H.R. 3610 be enacted by this 
session of the Congress without inclusion of any restrictive amendment. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Louis S. Clapper. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. CLAPPER, ASSISTANT CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Crapper. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
Iam Louis S. Clapper, assistant conservation director of the National 
Wildlife Federation. 

In the interests of saving the committee’s time, I would merely 
like to say that the National Wildlife- Federation strongly endorses 
S. 805 and H.R. 3610, and we would like to submit a more lengthy 
statement for the record. 

We feel adoption of this legislation is an urgent matter and would 
recommend favorable consideration be given to it in the form of 
H.R. 3610. Approval of the form already passed by the House 
would expedite final passage. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation recently printed 
a booklet on the ‘‘Water Pollution Problem.” While it is not suitable 
for inclusion in the record, we would like to distribute it to members 
of the committee for their information. 

Thank you, Senator. 

(The document referred to will be found in the files of the sub- 
committee.) 
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Senator Kerr. That is very fine, and I would be glad to have you 
leave enough copies for the full committee. , 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Clapper follows:) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED By Louis S. CLappER, AssISTANT CONSERVATION 
Director, Nationa WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D.C, 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion is a private, nonprofit organization with affiliates in 49 States and the District 
of Columbia. These affiliates are composed of more than 2 million individual] 
sportsmen-conservationists. 

An overwhelming majority of these important State organizations have gone 
on record as favoring amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
which would increase the sewage treatment works construction grants program 
as proposed in 8. 805 and H.R. 3610. To the best of our knowledge, every State 
affiliate which has acted on these proposals favor them. None have gone on 
record in opposition. At the recent National Wildlife Federation convention, 
held in New York City on March 1, 1959, delegates representing our State affiliates 
voted unanimously to endorse these measures. We respectfully urge the sub- 
committee give favorable consideration to them. As you know, the House passed 
H.R. 3610 on June 9, 1959, by a vote of 255 to 143. This bill has been attacked 
on the grounds that it calls for excessive Government spending. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation recognizes the importance of 
cutting out nonessential Government expenditures. Waste in Government, like 
waste anywhere, is the antithesis of conservation. But we also know that the 
natural resources of this country are the essential foundation of a sound national 
economy and the wise use of those resources is the only basis upon which to build 
a greater America. 

Water is the most basic, the most universally necessary, of all our natural re- 
sources. The continued waste of water through pollution is a pernicious cancer 
ating at the vitals of our economic health. To clean up that pollution is as 
essential as the expurgation of a cancer if the patient is to live. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, it is going to cost money to clean up the pollution that 
already befouls our streams. It is going to cost money to prevent the poisoning 
of other streams not yet contaminated. But this kind of expenditure is not 
waste, Mr. Chairman. It is an investment that is absolutely essential to prevent 
real waste— the waste of a natural resource upon which our whole economy and 
national security depend. 

The need for clean water touches upon public health, industrial development, 
agriculture, and recreation. Because water pollution is an undramatic and un- 
pleasant condition, one many people choose to ignore as long as possible, it hes 
not received proper attention in the past. Filthy and foul situations currently 
existing in many parts of the United States constitute a national disgrace. 

The U.S. Public Health Service is making noteworthy progress in enforcing 
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as applicable to pollution 
of interstate waters. Many States also are advancing pollution control on intra- 
state waters. There is a distinct need, however, for the Federal Government to 
help municipalities with financing through construction grants placed by their 
own State agencies. Under the present program, which allocates $45 million 
annually for construction grants, there is a considerable backlog of applications 
from municipalities which cannot now be served. More communities undoubt- 
edly would apply if there was an early likelihood of receiving help. 

As of June 30, 1959, the U.S. Public Health Service had 325 grant applications 
in process which would require an expenditure of $158,821,115 and necessitate 
Federal grants in the total of $29,370,541. At the same time, State agencies 
had 387 applications in process which would cost $393,098,731 and require Fed- 
eral grants of $46,380,418. Another 545 applications were reported in prepara- 
tion which would cost $232,205,417 and require Federal grants of $47,197,885. 
From these figures, it is obvious that the present annual allocation of $45 million 
is inadequate. It is estimated that the annual average construction should be 
maintained at the $575 million level for the next 8 years if needs are to be met. 

The President’s Water Pollution Control Advisory Board, along with three- 
fourths of the Nations State health officers, has gone on record as favoring an 
expansion of the present program. 
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It might be pertinent also to say at this time, Mr. Chairman, that the National 
Wildlife Federation in principle would support legislation offering incentives for 
industries to install waste treatment works. 

Water pollution control, unlike some other Federal programs, is difficult to 
evaluate. Who, for example, could place a monetary value in the 14,000 miles 
of streams and uncounted lake and ocean shoreline areas which already have 
been cleaned up from sewage pollution? Who can say what a clean stream is 
worth in public health, for recreational values, or to industry and agriculture. 
There are concrete economic benefits, but in addition these are intrinsic, intan- 
gible values which defy comparison with commodities. 

It might be said, however, that the Public Health Service estimates pollution 
costs the Nation at least $1 billion annually. From the recreational aspect 
alone, a Gallup poll recently indicated that 33 million Americans participate 
annually in swimming, 32 million in fishing, and 16 million in hunting, Swimming 
and fishing and part of hunting requires unpolluted water. The commercial 
fishing and seafood industry, an important source of high-protein food, is 
severely handicapped by polluted water. 

Specifically, the National Wildlife Federation believes the following provisions 
of S. 805 and H.R. 3610 would improve the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

First, the cause of pollution abatement would be better served if suburban 
municipal complexes, such as those which exist around Washington, D.C., can 
qualify for Federal treatment works construction grants separately on a pro rata 
basis for joint projects of mutual service. 

Second, to insure maximum benefits from construction grant funds, the Publie 
Health Service should be given the authority to reallot a State’s unobligated 
moneys. 

Third, there is a distinct need for increasing the authorization of sewage treat- 
ment works construction grants to levels previously planned, or $100 million per 
year and $1 billion over a 10-year period. Additional incentives should be offered 
the larger communities by raising the project maximum from $250,000 to $500,000. 

The National Wildlife Federation opposes a plan developed by the Joint Fed- 
eral-State Action Committee to turn the sewage treatment works construction 
grants program, along with the vocational education program, over to the States, 
The proposed plan would call for the Federal Government to relinquish a portion 
of the excise tax upon local telephone service to allow States to levy upon it. We 
believe this plan is not practical because: first, few, if any, States would levy a tax 
upon telephone service for this purpose in view of pressures exerted upon legis- 
latures; second, even if some States did levy upon telephone service, there would 
be efforts to divert funds to purposes other than sewage treatment plant construc- 
tion and vocational education; and, third, proposed taxes upon telephone service 
would not provide adequate money, even through the complicated allocation plan 
proposed by the Joint Action Committee, to finance needed sewage treatment 
plant construction already outlined. The President’s own Water Pollution Con- 
trol Advisory Board has unanimously opposed the Joint Action Committee plan. 

In summation, Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation supports 
8. 805 and H.R. 3610. They differ only in that 8. 805 contains one amendment 
concerning reorganization of the administration of the program which has been 
eliminated from H.R. 3610 and the latter measure, as passed by the House, 
contains wordage giving preference for smaller communities in project grants. 
Since the proposed reorganization of the water pollution control has at least 

artially been accomplished by administrative ruling by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and there is no objection to the small community prefer- 
ence wordage, the National Wildlife Federation urges the subcommittee give a 
favorable recommendation to H.R. 3610. In this manner, consideration by 
Congress can be completed in the shortest possible time without the need for 
Senate-House conferences over differences. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing today. 


Senator Kerr. Dr. Robert Paul of the Sport Fishing Institute will 
submit a statement for the record. 


The National Association of Manufacturers will also submit a state- 
ment for the record. 
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(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


Sport FisHine Institutes, 
Washington, D.C., July 29, 1959, 
Re H.R. 3610 and S. 805. 
Senator Ropert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: At the time your committee held hearings on H.R, 
3610 and 8S. 805 (the extension of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act) on 
July 23, time did not permit the Sport Fishing Institute to make an oral presenta- 
tion. The Sport Fishing Institute does, however, wish to go on record in support 
of these bills. 

The Sport Fishing Institute is a private, nonprofit scientific and educational 
fish conservation agency staffed by professional conservationists. It draws itg 
chief financial support from a broad representation of manufacturers and associa- 
tions of manufacturers in the outdoor recreational industries dependent directly 
or indirectly upon the sport fishery resource. 

Our membership includes 170 manufacturers of fishing tackle, outboard boats, 
motors, sporting goods, and chemical, metal, and paper products that are used in 
some way by the 26 million or more Americans who look to sport fishing as their 
chief recreational outlet for increasing leisure time use. 

The institute is nationally recognized in fish conservation matters as the spokes- 
man for a large part of the important sport fishing industry. The latter comprises 
a $2 billion segment of the national economy, created to serve the demands by 
sport fishermen for needed goods and services. In addition, a large portion of 
the 26 million people who fish for sport look to the Sport Fishing Institute for na- 
tional guidance in fish conservation matters. We serve as technical consultants 
to Government conservation agencies for fisheries problems. 

Our sole objective is a simple one. It is to improve sport fishing to the fullest 
extent possible through encouraging rapid development and application of sound 
fish conservation practices. Or, as often phrased, our objective is ‘‘to shorten the 
time between bites’’ for the average angler. Our interest in H.R. 3610 and 8, 
805 is clear—fishing is not possible without clean water. 

The Sport Fishing Institute appreciates the opportunity of submitting this 
statement in support of H.R. 3610 and the similar bills which have been intro- 
duced to expand and strengthen the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. The 
Sport Fishing Institute has consistently supported this act and has urged that all 
funds authorized be appropriated each year. We believe that the authorizations 
should now be increased as proposed in H.R. 3610 and S. 805. 

Other witnesses testified to the effectiveness of the present program and dis- 
cussed many details of interest to the committee. We merely wish to state that 
our studies over the country have also shown that the present program is well 
administered and that there is a real need for the funds to be increased to $100 
million per year as proposed in H.R. 3610. 

Originally there was provision in this bill creating an Office of Water Pollution 
Control. Since the bill was introduced, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has made some changes in the administration of water pollution con- 
trol and the Sport Fishing Institute agrees that this reorganization should be given 
a chance to show its effectiveness before we advocate any further legislative 
change. 

From my personal experience in California, I can testify that the Federal grant- 
in-aid program established under the 1956 act has been a particular help to the 
small communities in rural areas. These are usually the places where recreational 
and fisheries resources are most directly affected. The problem is complicated 
because the small, usually poor, permanent population is being forced in many 
cases to provide facilities to take care of a large vacation population. Cali- 
fornia’s experience has shown clearly that the formula they used to determine 
priority of grants has been effective in putting the funds where the need is greatest. 
Our experience is much like other States in that most of the communities now 
building sewage treatment facilities would not have gone ahead in the foresee- 
able future without the stimulus of Federal funds. 

We want to particularly call the committee’s attention to the following resolu- 
tion which was passed by the Sport Fishing Institute board of directors on De- 
cember 2, 1957. Most of our directors are manufacturers and we believe this 
resolution expresses the feeling of the many other industrial groups who are 
concerned with clean waters, 
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‘‘Whereas increasing pollution of our rivers, lakes, bays, and oceans poses a 

ave threat to conservation of vital water resources, and to the future of recrea- 
tional fishing in the United States, as well as to the general health and well-being 
of Americans everywhere; and 

‘‘Whereas the record of the past 2 years has shown clearly that the present 
Federal water pollution control program serves as an effective stimulant to the 
construction of proper sewage treatment facilities: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the board of directors of the Sport Fishing Institute, assembled 
in regular semiannual meeting at Miami Beach, Fla., December 2, 1957, urges the 
President of the United States, the Governors of the 48 States, and the Congress 
to do everything possible to implement the provisions of Public Law 660 of the 
4th Congress, and especially to expedite to the fullest extent those features of 
Public Law 660 providing for Federal grants-in-aid for pollution research and to 
assist municipalities in the construction of sewage treatment works.” 

Sincerely yours, 
RoBert M. Paut, Executive Secretary. 





STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS ON 
H.R. 3610, tro INcREASE ConsTRUCTION GRANT LIMITATIONS OF THE FEDERAL 
WATER POLLUTION ContTROL AcT 


This statement is submitted on behalf of the National Association of Manu- 
facturers, a voluntary association of some 20,000 business enterprises which pro- 
duce about three-quarters of the Nation’s manufactured goods. Over 83 percent 
of these business enterprises employ less than 500 persons and thus fall within a 
commonly accepted definition of small-business concerns. Our association is 
vitally interested in promoting sound economic and government principles without 
regard to partisan political considerations. 

should like to indicate the very real concern which we have with the problems 
being considered by this committee. As manufacturers, we must have abundant 
supplies of usable water for cooling, processing, and steammaking purposes. 
Therefore, we are greatly interested in the encouragement of efforts to curb water 
pollution and to insure adequate water supplies for the future. There are not two 
sides to the water pollution problem. We are all on the same side of this battle. 
Our only difference of opinion is as to the choice of some of the weapons. 

Although American industry uses a stupendous amount of water, only a small 
percentage (about 6 percent) of this water is used up. The rest is turned back, 
much of it subsequent to treatment that has removed any pollutant effect. A 
great amount of the water is recirculated, many times over in some instances, 
American industry has spent, and is continuing to spend, hundreds of millions 
of dollars on treatment facilities to avoid impairing the usable quality of water 
supplies. In addition, industry is continually devising many changes in its 
manufacturing processes so as to minimize waste effluents. 

It is recognized that the first line of control is inside the plant and that a treat- 
ment facility is actually a secondary method of handling these problems. There- 
fore, by reuse through recirculation, by in-plant process controls, and by con- 
struction of treatment facilities, American industry is contributing greatly to the 
conservation of our water supplies. Industry also maintains and carries on the 
National Technical Task Committee on Industrial Wastes, which functions as an 
advisory group to the Surgeon General of the U.S. Public Health Service in the 
administration of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, particularly in regard 
to the conduct of research projects. It might also be added that industry, in its 
role as local taxpayer, helps support the construction and operation of municipal 
sewer systems and municipal sewage treatment plants. 

Why, then, does industry oppose the making of grants by the Federal Govern- 
ment to municipalities if they will construct sewage treatment plants? It does so 
as a matter of sound governmental principle that transcends the problem of 
encouraging the construction of sewage treatment plants and that has implications 
reaching far beyond this problem. We do not believe that a program of Federal 
Government grants can provide any permanent solutions to problems which are 
by their very nature matters of local responsibility. To the contrary, such a 
program will lead to the Congress becoming more and more deeply mired in local 
problems, just as H.R. 3610 would attempt to shift more of the financial load to 
the Federal Government and would attempt to solve other questions that have 
arisen. 
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For example, the bill proposes to abandon an equitable allocation system and 
substitute a criterion that would give most to those who have done the least to 
fulfill their own responsibilities. In addition, the limitation on individual grants ig 
to be raised from $250,000 to $500,000. This would appear to be a windfall for 
the larger municipalities since it obviously will mean very little to the smaller 
municipalities whose tax sources may be more limited than those of the larger 
municipalities. Can it be that there are some larger municipalities contemplating 
construction of treatment plants costing over $1 million that will not build them 
if they get only $250,000 of Federal Government money but will build them if 
they get more? 

Of course it could only be speculated as to how many such treatment plants 
would be lured into construction by raising the limitation from $250,000 to 
$500,000. Somehow, there is something appalling about the thought that there 
might be some local governing officials who would deprive their citizens of the 
benefit of a sewage treatment plant unless they get an additional amount of 
Federal money over and above the present maximum amount of $250,000. If 
there are such situations, then this committee is legislating under the gun of an 
implied refusal by communities to move ahead in the water pollution fight, 
which is a poor position for a legislative committee to be in. This was pointed 
up in the letter of Dr. Robert N. Barr, secretary of the Minnesota Board of Health, 
which was submitted by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, during the course of 
last year’s hearings, as follows: 

“Unless grant funds are increased there is every indication that the total 
program in this State will have been retarded rather than accelerated by the 
legislation.”’ 

However, despite the inequities introduced by the Federal program, many 
communities continued to plan sewage treatment construction without a Federal 
grant. Non-aided contract awards increased from $133 million in the last half 
of 1956 to $140 million in the first half of 1957. Proposed construction receiving 
approvals for Federal subsidy decreased from $274 million in 1957 to $241 million 
in 1958. Two-thirds of the projects constructed in 1958 reportedly did not re- 
ceive grants. It is difficult to perceive the proof of ‘‘stimulation’’ when part of 
the case rests on unaided efforts. Perhaps it is more correct to say that the 
Federal money will be spent if it is made available. 

Obviously, there is a basic unfairness inherent in compelling those who have 
paid local taxes for construction of their own treatment plants to pay, in addition, 
Federal taxes for construction of other municipalities’ treatment plants. Those 
who reside in municipalities which have fulfilled, and are fulfilling, their re- 
sponsibilities are being penalized in order to benefit those residing in munici- 
palities which have failed to live up to their responsibilities and which may even 
be in excellent financial position. 

In addition to its basic unfairness, this type of program does not build up 
community initiative and responsibility, but undermines it. Instead of en- 
courage the municipalities to find ways and means to solve their own problems, 
it merely encourages them to seek more and more Federal assistance. Thus, 
the American Muncipal Association, rather than exhorting its member munici- 
palities to shoulder their responsibilities and rather than undertaking efforts to 
improve municipal capacity to raise funds to finance treatment works, last year 
asked Congress to abolish the dollar limitation on individual grants and advocated 
“raising the percentage of Federal contribution available for each project to 
cover ot least 50 percent of the cost of the project.’”?”. [Emphasis supplied.] 

Congress has already taken the first step. If Congress takes the second step 
as embodied in H.R. 3610, it will not be the beginning of the end, or the end of 
the beginning; it will merely be the beginning of the beginning. 

Recognizing that such Federal grants-in-aid programs are basically unfair and 
enervating to community morale and resourcefulness, the board of directors of 
the National Association of Manufacturers, on February 7, 1957, adopted the 
following official policy position on grants-in-aid: 

“Federal collaboration in State and local responsibilities or programs should be 
confined to leadership through research and advice. It should not extend to ini- 
tiation or subsidy of, nor to other financial participation in, the functions of those 
jurisdictions. 

“The fiscal position of the States, their local subdivisions, municipalities, inter- 
municipal or interstate agencies should not be supported by direct Federal pay- 
ments to them. Use of grants-in-aid by the Federal Government should be 
terminated with all practical promptness. Where immediate termination is im- 
practicable, termination should be carried out by formulas appropriate to the 
terms of particular grants.” 
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As can be noted from the quoted statement of policy, our association believes 
that when Federal collaboration extends beyond the field of research and advice 
into the field of attempting to solve the financial problems of thousands of local 
governmental entities, the Federal Government is exercising a function which it 
is ill-suited to perform, and which will carry with it undesirable effects. 

There are a number of other policy statements adopted by our association which 
are relevant to the problems before the committee. For example, I would like 
to quote a portion of the statement of ‘Principles of ‘Bring Government Back 
Home’,”’ adopted by our board of directors on October 30, 1952, as follows: 

“J, In a country which seeks to retain free, popular government, service 
responsibilities should be performed by the smallest units competent to handle 
the several public services satisfactorily and economically. 

“2 The areas of national interest and concern in which only the Federal 
Government can adequately serve the national good must be distinguished from 
other areas in which State or State-local action constitutes as good, or a better 
way of promoting the national interest. 

“3. Proper Federal-State relations depend on the fiscal integrity of the Nation 
and the core of fiscal integrity is a balanced Federal budget.”’ 

In reference to the last stated sentence, I would like to point out that money 
for these grants must come from a Federal Government Treasury which has no 
surplus, but instead has a debt of some $280 billion. In the light of this fact, it 
is paradoxical—perhaps even ludicrous—to suggest that a governmental unit in 
such a financial position should go to the aid of other governmental units by giv- 
ing them money. And yet the statement is made that ‘‘Only the Federal Govern- 
ment has the resources to provide the financial assistance needed to meet the 
problem.” Actually, most of our municipalities and all of our States are in better 
financial condition than the Federal Government. The debt of the Federal Gov- 
ernment is greater than the combined debt of all cities, States, and the other 
nations of the world. At atime when the Federal Government is confronted with 
complex debt management problems arising out of carrying our enormous national 
debt; when there are economic pressures created that persuade many persons to 
cash in Government bonds; when we are paying a huge sum each year in interest 
on the national debt; the proposal is being made that this Federal Government 
should give even more money away to other governmental units. Surely, this is 
not fiscal common sense. 

I use the word “‘give’’ with some hesitancy because it implies that there is no 
price tag attached. Actually, there are many price tags attached. Let us assume 
a $100 million per year program and a community of 250,000 payers of taxes to 
the local and Federal Governments. The community receives a $250,000 grant 
because they intend to build a treatment plant. The $100 million may be said 
to be roughly equal to $1 for each payer of taxes in the country; therefore, we 
may safely assume that the 250,000 payers in our hypothetical community con- 
tributed at least $250,000 of this $100 million. However, it is said that they got 
$250,000 back. Now let’s see what would have happened if they had paid this 
$250,000 out of local taxes. Each local payer of taxes could have deducted his 
local tax from his Federal income tax payment. Thus, he would have paid for 
the treatment plant with 80-cent dollars rather than 100-cent dollars. Conse- 
quently, a Federal grant program is not a very business-like proposition from the 
standpoint of the payer of taxes. The really wise community would use its own 
resources to pay for its public works. And the really wise communities would be 
here asking this committee not to extend and enlarge this unfair and inefficient 
method of paying for public works. 

Another price tag, of course, is in the form of interest charges on the national 
debt. Still another price tab is epitomized by the proposal contained in H.R. 3610 
to create an Office of Water Pollution Control headed by a Commissioner of 
Water Pollution Control, a Deputy Commissioner, and two Assistant Com- 
missioners. This price tag, which invariably accompanies Federal Government 
grants, is in the form of enlarged Federal bureaucracy and enlarged Federal 
domination and control that obliterate States rights and corresponding respon- 
sibilities. We believe that this proposal may mark the beginning of further efforts 
by the Federal Government to step in and take over functions that properly belong 
to the States. 

Another price tag is embodied in the proposal to impose upon local communities 
the provisions of a Federal law originally intended to apply to construction for 
the Federal Government. This is the Davis-Bacon Act which would be applied to 
local treatment plants by a new subsection to be numbered 6(f). The effect would 
be to prescribe minimum wage rates for this local construction. Thus, a compara- 
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tively small percentage of Federal money would carry with it full application of 
a Federal law. This is an extremely bad precedent and could lead to eventual 
prescription of all water pollution control activities by Federal law. In this eon. 
nection, another of our association policy statements, adopted February 7, 1957 
entitled “‘State-Local Initiative Versus Federal Control,” states: Oe ' 

“An unwholesome concentration of power in the Central Government now exists 
as are sult ofi ncreasing judicial liberalization of the power of Congress to spend 
money and impose controls in fields theretofore reserved to the State and local 
governments. The future of the Federal system of government as a union of 
States, and of the American system of free, private, competitive capitalism 
demands a decrease of this concentration and a diffusion of power, resources, and 
responsibilities among the several levels of government or a return to the private 
economy. 

“To accomplish this result: 

“1. The Federal Government should restrain exercise of its powers, observe 
prudent fiscal and related policies, and by efficient reorganization, manage more 
competently the services delegated to it. In Federal-State relations, the Centra] 
Government should limit its activities to the ends of strengthening State 
sovereignty, promoting acceptance by the States of their full responsibilities, and 
encouraging the establishment of interstate compacts as a means of dealing with 
regional problems. 

“2. State and local governments, separately or in cooperation with each other 
should accept and discharge greater responsibility for the performance of public 
services and functions appropriate to their jurisdictions. 

“3. Individual citizens and voluntary groups should attend more closely and 
constructively to the affairs of their own State and local governments, to the 
end that dependence on the Central Government for doing the things that should 
be done at home may be terminated.”’ 

To the extent that the Federal Water Pollution Control Act promotes accep- 
tance by the States of their full responsibilities and encourages the establishment 
of interstate compacts as a means of dealing with regional problems, we feel that 
it is meritorious. To the extent that the act weakens State sovereignty, dis- 
courages acceptance by the States and localities of their full responsibilities, and 
encourages the States and localities to look increasingly to the Central Govern- 
ment for solutions to every one of their problems, we disapprove of it. The 
amendments proposed in H.R. 3610 do nothing to improve the meritorious features 
of the act and do much to worsen the undesirable features. Therefore, we respect- 
fully urge that the committee reject these amendments. 

At this point, there may have arisen some interest as to our organization's 

olicies in the specific areas of legislation within the jurisdiction of the House 
Public Works Committee. Our association has a number of policy positions in the 
natural resources field. I would like to quote a portion of our policy entitled, 
“Conservation of Renewable Natural Resources,’ adopted February 3, 1955, as 
follows: 

“Every individual, business, corporation, and division of Government has a 
basic responsibility to participate it related basic programs of renewable natural 
resource development. This fundamental concept of public interest in no way 
sanctions the exercise of action outside the limitation of constitutional and 
statutory rights, privileges, and functions, nor does it assent to the use of ex- 
pediency in developing and managing our natural resources. Industry believes 
that through continuation of educational programs participated in by individuals, 
private organizations, industry, and Government, the goal of overcoming ob- 
stacles to better resource use practices will be attained. 


* * * * * * * 


“Tt is urged that the Congress give prompt and careful attention to the need 
for a thorough revision, correlation, and improvement of statutes governing the 
development and utilization of the Nation’s renewable natural resources, for the 
purpose of realining the Nation’s conservation activities along lines which will 
properly meet the problems faced today.”’ 

So you see, we feel that the Congress has an extremely big job that should be 
accomplished in the way of revision, correlation, and improvement of the statutes 
relating to the development and utilization of our renewable natural resources. 
We believe that this comprehensive undertaking is of much greater importance to 
the future welfare of our citizens than efforts to increase the financial reliance of 
local governments on the Federal Government. 

We also believe that abatement of pollution should be handled as one aspect 
of the whole complex of renewable natural resource problems. Our philosophy 
along this line is contained in a policy statement entitled ‘‘Watershed Improve- 
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ment,’’ which spells out our ideas on a coordinated approach to the many facets 
of the conservation problem. It was adopted by our board on June 16, 1954, 
and declares the following: 

“Industry believes that natural watersheds are, in most cases, the most feasible 
units for conservation, development and wise utilization of the Nation’s renewable 
natural resources. Industry also believes that the watershed development con- 
cept should embrace the whole complex of major renewable natural resource 
problems. It should include upstream waterflow retardation, flood control, 
erosion prevention, protection of industrial and municipal water supplies, abate- 
ment of pollution, drainage and irrigation where necessary, recreation, forest and 
range management—all directed toward the best practicable use and care of all 
ands. 

, “To accomplish these objectives, industry recommends: 

“1, That the community watershed or small drainage area be recognized by 
all concerned as the natural unit through which renewable natural resources can 
be most efficiently and most satisfactorily developed. 

“2. That local authorities and leaders define watershed problems and deter- 
mine needs by utilizing available basic information and that they obtain addi- 
tional surveys where needed to define problems and develop adequate plans. 

“3. That local responsibility for action be assumed by watershed associations, 
soil conservation districts, or other voluntary local and State groups. Such re- 
sponsibility would give emphasis to the rights of individuals and groups of indi- 
viduals to participate in planning, developing, and maintaining their own com- 
munity watershed programs, and provide a means of relating such local programs 
to those of interstate or basinwide scope. 

“4, That after suitable and adequate community watershed planning is done, 
local authorities should determine and establish the kind of local organization 
needed to direct the operational and maintenance programs, and make full coor- 
dinated use of existing public agencies, industry groups, associations, and individ- 
uals in a position to contribute to its success. 

“5. That a federation of community watershed associations on a State or 
interstate (agreement or compact between two or more States) basis be encouraged 
to develop and carry out plans on larger stream basins where such unified approach 
is most feasible. 

“6. Industry believes that the foregoing principles should become the policy 
for a fully integrated approach to the conservation, development and utilization 
of renewable natural resources in the United States; and that with such approach, 
responsibility lies with those who derive the benefits therefrom. 

“Industry further recommends that, wherever necessary to permit the effectu- 
ation of these principles, the various States consider the adoption of suitable 
legislation recognizing watershed development as State or interstate (by agree- 
ment or compact between two or more States) responsibility.” 

The intervention of the Federal Government into this area with a program of 
financial grants for one phase of the entire conservation effort is certainly not 
helpful to efforts to stimulate individual and group participation in community 
watershed programs. Energies that should be devoted to tackling and solving 
local problems may very likely be diverted to efforts to gain more and bigger 
Federal subsidies or be dissipated by holding back to ‘‘wait and see’’ what Uncle 
Sam does next. 

Much time could be futily wasted in a debate on what the figures show for this 
program. For a number of reasons, the effect of this program is difficult to 
analyze. Noone can say what might have occurred in its absence. As we stated 
in testimony before this committee on March 14, 1956: 

“We feel that the present Water Pollution Control Act which has been in 
existence for 8 years, has worked well. Much has been accomplished in this 
period. If Congress sees fit to extend this law, we feel the momentum that has been 
generated up to this time will bring about continued, orderly improvement 
in combating water pollution.”’ 

Therefore, we believe that it is fallacious to ascribe all achievements in this field 
to the grant program that was tacked on to the act in 1956. 

Analysis is also troublesome because of the fact that measurement of a rate of 
construction is extremely difficult. The time units used, be they fiscal years or 
calendar years, are purely arbitrary and may obscure certain trends and other 
relevant information. Should the subject measured be the dollar amounts of 
contracts awarded, of construction put in place, of actual cash outlays, of grants 
approved, or number of projects started, contracted for, completed, or approved 
for grants? In addition to these difficulties, judgments are hard to make because 
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of inflationary trends, trends in the municipal bond market, lack of complete data 
and lags introduced by inception of a new program. We have seen all sorts of 
figures quoted, charts drawn, and claims made; much of them quite confusing, 
All we ask is that the committee carefully analyze the available information and 
make a considered judgment as to whether a justification exists to increase Federal 
spending at a time when we are some $280 billion in debt. Frankly, we believe 
that, with the small percentages involved in many of these grants, any self- 
respecting community whose officials thought very long about the matter would 
refuse to accept them and would build their plants with their own resources, 
Some communities are doing just that. 

We would like to quote the following from the report for the vear ended April 
30, 1958, of the city of Oglesby, Ill., prepared by city clerk, Edward Hand, ag 
quoted in the Freeman magazine for September, 1958: 

‘“No recent report of this city would be current without paying our disrespects 
to the State of Illinois Sanitary Water Board for permitting three area cities to 
delay the construction of sewage treatment facilities long enough to participate 
in the Federal sewage grant racket. We all started even in 1954 but only Oglesby 
and Streator were naive enough to believe that the State agency intended strict 
enforcement. We have built our own plants and now through a confiscatory 
Federal tax collection we are paying for sewage plants in Ottawa, La Salle, and 
Spring Valley. 

“We have protested long and persistently to the Congress to cease making 
grants to local communities for the construction of sewage plants. No excuse 
exists for such handouts now nor has there ever been any justification for this 
Federal racket except that it enables politicians of both major parties to act like 
gods, dispensing favors. There is not in this area a city that cannot afford the 
cost of treating its own wastes. To say otherwise is to abandon the pride that 
all of us ought to have in the cities we call home.’’ 

In the period from July 1, 1956, to the end of December 1958, contract awards 
for proposed sewage treatment construction totaled $928 million. During this 
period $517 million worth of proposed construction by municipalities was approved 
for Federal grants. Thus, a great amount of activity was being carried on outside 
of the Federal grant program. The program certainly did not stimulate this 
portion of the total activity. In fact, it could be said that it was undertaken 
despite the Federal program by those whg knew that others would be getting 
money from the Federal Government for doing what they should be doing anyway. 
At the present time, it appears that the best way to stimulate overall construction 
is to convince communities that they should not wait for Federal money to become 
available to them. Otherwise, all communities will stand in line waiting for this 
money and the rate of construction will be geared down to the grant program. 

An analysis of total contract awards receiving Federal subsidies, as listed in 
table 2 of the Public Health Service Project Register, December 31, 1958, shows 
that the Federal dollar represents about 22 percent of the total and the other 78 
percent is represented by $3.55 of local money. Of course, if the subsidy limitation 
is increased from $250,000 to $500,000, the Federal dollar will tend to represent 
30 percent of the total; the local money will tend to represent only 70 percent of 
the total, and shrink from $3.55 to $2.33. Thus, an 8 percent difference would 
mean a reduction of $1.22 of the local money matched with each $1 of Federal 
money. If Congress insists that 30 percent of all money spent on municipal 
sewage treatment must come from the Federal Treasury, it is obvious that $100 
million of grants will be needed for annual construction of $333 million worth of 
facilities, a rate which was exceeded in contract awards in 1956, 1957, and 1958, 
largely through unaided projects. If communities refuse to move without Federal 
money, the overall attack on the problem will be retarded and there will be a 
leveling-off that could have been avoided. 

From 1949 to 1957, the number of secondary sewage treatment plants increased 
from 3,050 to 4,647, an increase of 52 percent. The population served by these 
plants increased from 26 million to 43 million, an increase of 66 percent. These 
remarkable achievements were accomplished through local initiative and self- 
reliance. We have departed from an approach that was providing outstanding 
progress. This new departure must not be working out very well since the Con- 
gress is now being asked to doctor it up with some more Federal money. Now is 
the time to renounce this experimental intervention and get back to a system that 
proved its worth. It is not the time to insist on passing out even more Federal 


money that will displace deductible local tax dollars with nondeductible Federal 
tax dollars. 
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It should be noted that total contract awards for sewerage and sewage treatment 
construction in the 30-month period from July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1958, was 
$1,663 million. This suggests the scale of resources available to the munici- 
palities. Federal grants obligated over this 24-year period totaled $113 million. 
The chart attached demonstrates the relationship between contract awards for 
total proposed sewerage and sewage treatment construction, total proposed sewage 
treatment construction, total federally aided proposed sewage treatment con- 
struction, and total obligations for proposed Federal grants. 

In conclusion, we wish to urge the committee not to report H.R. 3610 because, 
as previously set forth, it would expand and enlarge a program that is at variance 
with sound governmental principles. . 
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Senator Kerr. Mr. Zahniser. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD ZAHNISER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
AND EDITOR, THE LIVING WILDERNESS 


Mr. Zaunispr. Mr. Chairman, I merely wanted to add endorse. 
ment to the statements that have been made in support of this 
important legislation. 

I am Howard Zahniser, executive secretary and editor of the 
Living Wilderness, published by the Wilderness Society with head- 
quarters here in Washington. 

Our concern is with the preservation of the areas in the national 
parks and forests and other places that are still unspoiled and unde- 
veloped by us people, but we work cooperatively with all the conserva- 
tion organizations as they indeed do with us, and we endorse the pro- 
gram that has been advanced by the National Wildlife Federation, 
the Wildlife Management Institute and others, and feel that such 
program as this—we have worked with Mr. Blatnik in the House and 
with you here in the Senate on various programs—we recognize that 
a program of this sort is important in many ways. 

One of the reasons that our parks are crowded and that problems 
exist there is that the areas for recreation and camping that are nearer 
to our urban communities are spoiled by the very factors that this 
legislation deals with, so that by cleaning up streams and providing 
better bank sites for camping and recreation, we also serve the more 
distant purposes of protecting parks and making it possible to estab- 
lish areas of wilderness, so that we do a good sound thing from one 
point of view; we serve a good many national purposes and I appreci- 
ate the opportunity to call that to your attention. 

We recently reprinted for about the 80th time, I think, a brief 
guest editorial that Weldon F. Heald wrote for the Living Wilderness 
back in 1951 entitled ‘““God Bless America, and Let’s Save Some of It.” 

He pointed out about how we stand up and sing our songs with 
tears in our eyes and then go about doing things that desecrate the 
land that we love. 

Among the things that he mentioned is the pollution of streams. 

Senator Kmrr. We don’t shed enough tears to flush out the pollu- 
tion in the streams. 

Mr. ZAunisER. That is true. 

I think it would be appropriate, Mr. Chairman, to introduce into 
the record of this hearing, Mr. Heald’s brief editorial entitled “God 
Bless America, and Let’s Save Some of It,” and with that note 
I would be glad to end my remarks. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

(The editorial referred to follows:) 


Gop Buiess AMERICA 


——AND LET’S SAVE SOME OF IT 


(A guest editorial by Weldon F. Heald, reprinted from the Living Wilderness, 
spring 1951, by the Wilderness Society, Washington, D.C.) 


“T love thy rocks and rills, thy woods and templed hills.” 

So runs one of our most popular national songs. 

I have seen Americans stand and sing ‘‘ My Country ’Tis of Thee’’ with tears of 
emotion in their eyes and selfless exaltation in their bearing. 

But I just don’t believe it. 
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The more I see of our blasted rocks, dammed rills, cut and burned woods, and 
bulldozed hills, the more convinced I am that the average American has no con- 
sideration for them whatsoever. Or if he does, he seems apathetically unmoved 
by the destruction around him. 

“We love wealth, prosperity, and growth, We take pride in a high standard of 
living. We thrill to automatic gadgets, deep freezes, and jet planes. We boast 
of a mechanical, electrical, atomic civilization wrapped up in a package labeled, 
“Liberty, Democracy, and the Pursuit of Happiness—Handle With Care.”’ There 
may be a superstreamlined Frankenstein inside. But God bless America. We 
Jove it. 

However, there is another America. It is under our feet. It is around us, 
It is the land we live on—the forests, hills, valleys, mountains, and deserts we took 
from the Indians. 

Do we love this America too? Well, maybe. But it looks to me as if we were 
so dissatisfied with its general appearance and arrangement that we are trying to 
change everything about it in the shortest possible time. 

For, all over the country powerful interests, representing themselves as the 
majority, are closing in, bent on despoiling and obliterating every last vestige 
of original America. Although national parks preserve less than 1 percent of our 
jand in primeval condition, giant dams are proposed for four of them, and lumber- 
men demand the finest forests in a fifth. National forests provide less than 1 
percent of the Nation’s cattle-feed requirements, yet embattled stockmen are 
asking for the forests as their private preserve. Miners and sheepmen want the 
national monuments. State parks are succumbing to commercial interests. 
Marshes are drained, lakes emptied, and predators exterminated so that wildlife 
suffers from unbalance. Each year thousands of acres of timber are indiscrimi- 
nately hacked and burned, the range is depleted, soil exhausted, erosion acceler- 
ated, streams polluted, air contaminated. 

Truly, this is a love that passeth understanding. 

Years ago Americans who valued this original America became alarmed at the 
rapidity with which it was disappearing. They started a movement for the pres- 
ervation of natural resources, both economic and scenic, which has ever since been 
known as conservation. From it has grown the national parks, national forests, 
national monuments, the State parks, and all other attempts to preserve some of 
our national heritage for the use and enjoyment of Americans who love, value, 
and appreciate the land they live on. Today, there are thousands enlisted in the 
battle to preserve the resources and character of our country. But they are still 
woefully in the minority. 

The frontline minutemen of the Revolution fought at Lexington and Concord 
for the America they love. Those historic patriots won against great odds. It 
can be done again. But don’t wait for orders. Start firing now. Join the pres- 
ent-day minutemen by thinking, talking, reading, and spreading the importance 
of conservation. 

God bless America—and let’s save some of it. 


Senator Kerr. The committee is in receipt of much correspondence 
dealing with the subject matter of the bills under consideration and 
without objection this correspondence will appear in the record at 
this point. 

(The correspondence referred to fellows: 


STATE OF ALABAMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PuBLICc HEALTH, 
Montgomery, Ala., July 16, 1959. 
Hon. Ropert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: The Conference of State Sanitary Engineers is composed 
of the chief engineers of the State health departments who are responsible for 
programs and activities that may affect the environment of man. Water pollu- 
tion control is of interest to all members of the conference. It is in this con- 
nection that I am writing you on behalf of the conference. 

According to section 5(a) of Public Law 660, known as the Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act, the appropriation of $3 million annually for grants to States will not 
extend beyond the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961. 

The Conference of State Sanitary Engineers, recognizing that termination of 
grants to States for water pollution control will seriously affect this nationwide 
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activity, respectfully asks that consideration be given to the extension of these 
grants beyond the date specified in the act. We suggest an extension of 5 years 
beginning July 1, 1961. ’ 
Yours very truly, 
ArTHUR N. BEck, 
Chairman, Conference of State Sanitary Engineers. 





STATEMENT OF ARTHUR N. BEck, CHAIRMAN, CONFERENCE OF STATE SANITARY 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Arthur N. Beck, State 
sanitary engineer of Alabama. I appreciate the opportunity to present testimony 
before this committee as the chairman and representative of the Conference of 
State Sanitary Engineers, an organization composed of the chief sanitary en- 
gineers of the 49 States and the Territories. 

The conference, in executive session on May 7, 1958, adopted a resolution 
endorsing the amendments contained in House bill 11714 introduced in the 85th 
Congress by Mr. Blatnik. This resolution was included as part of the testimony 
given at hearings on this bill during the last Congress. The conference has not 
met since that date, but on February 3, 1959, its executive board reaffirmed the 
conference’s endorsement of amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act and adopted statements of position with respect to H.R. 3610. These docu- 
ments are attached to my testimony. 

The executive board of the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers fully en- 
dorses amendments to section 6 of the Federal Pollution Control Act contained 
in H.R. 3610, but is opposed to section 2 of this bill which would remove the 
administrative responsibility for water pollution control from the Public Health 
Service and place this program under the jurisdiction of a new office to be created 
within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The majority of the State sanitary engineers are responsible for the administra- 
tion of water pollution control programs in their States. According to a recent 
tabulation this is true in 36 States. 

State Sanitary Engineers are interested in all environmental factors that may 
affect the health and well-being of the people of this Nation. Stream sanitation, 
although a most important activity, is only one of many programs administered by 
these officers. Through the vears the States have looked to the Public Health 
Service for guidance, consultation, and direct services. We know of their sincere 
desire to work with the States on all health problems including water pollution 
control, know the personnel and are familiar with their methods of operation. 
In other words, we are accumstomed to working with the Service in fields of public 
health. 

It has been my experience, and I do not believe that mine is any different from 
others, that the administration of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by the 
Public Health Service has been outstanding. They have been most cooperative 
in every respect and have done an excellent job. 

It is for these reasons, given very briefly, that the State sanitary engineers 
opposes the transfer of this program to some other office. 

The people responsible for stream pollution control, those working with mu- 
nicipalities in an effort to secure the construction of adequate sewage treatment 
facilities and in a position to know the problem, endorse, by a large majority, 
the amendments to section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as pro- 
posed by H.R. 3610. These amendments, among other things, would increase 
the authorization of construction grant funds to an amount that would permit 
sewage treatment works construction to proceed at a pace more in line with the 
country’s needs. 

In my State of Alabama 21 projects costing approximately $24 million, will 
be constructed with Federal aid from a total of $3,452,025 in grant funds allotted 
to the State for fiscal years 1957 through 1959. This, Mr. Chairman, is $5 of 
local funds for each $1 of Federal grant. Many more projects could have been 
placed under construction if grant funds in sufficient amounts had been available. 
Although the submission of applications for grants exceeding our allotments has 
not been encouraged, we have grant requests from 27 municipalities in our files 
that could not be handled with present allotments. These 27 requests involve 
a total construction cost of $10,250,000. 
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I understand there is a move to cut the appropriation of grant funds for fiscal 
year 1960 from $45 million to $20 million and to eliminate the construction 
grant program entirely the year following. We are quite concerned over this move. 
It is the opinion of most of us engaged in stream sanitation that the elimination or 
reduction of these funds before the end of the 10-year period stated in Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act would be a serious mistake. With the passage of 
this act and appropriation of construction grant funds the States geared their 
sewage treatment program to the 10-year period. If funds were curtailed or 
withdrawn it would take us many years to again reach the level of sewage works 
construction we are even now enjoying. 

During the 10-year period (1947-56), prior to the beginning of Federal aid for 
sewage treatment works construction, 50 projects were completed in Alabama at a 
total cost of $18 million as compared to the 21 projects costing $24 million that 
will be completed during the first 3 years of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act. I quote these figures in order to show that in Alabama the Federal grant 
project has acted as a stimulant to the construction of sewage works facilities. 
Other States report similar experience. 

During the months of February and March of 1959, three members of the 
conference collected data of sewage treatment needs for the Nation. Mr. David 
B. Lee, chief sanitary engineer of Florida, was a member of this committee, and 
presented the report at hearing held in the House on H.R. 3610. The report is 
attached as a part of this testimony. 


STATEMENT OF POSITION OF EXECUTIVE BOARD, CONFERENCE OF STATE SANITARY 
ENGINEERS, RELATING TO INCREASING AMOUNT OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC 
Law 660 AND ESTABLISHMENT OF AN OFFICE OF WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 
(H.R. 3610, 86TH Conc., Ist Szss.) 


The executive board has already noted in its statement of position (attached) 
relating to Federal construction grants, the progress that is being achieved in the 
construction of sewage treatment facilities. The amendments proposed in section 
1 of H.R. 3610 would (1) increase the total appropriation authorization to $l 
billion, (2) increase the maximum grant to 30 percent of the estimated cost or 
$500,000, (3) permit each of the municipalities constructing joint projects to be 
eligible for grants, and (4) permit reallocation of unobligated funds. These 
amendments would greatly accelerate further progress in construction of sewage 
treatment works and contribute substantially to the national water pollution 
control effort. 

The executive board fully endorses the amendments proposed in section 1 of 
H.R. 3610. 

Section 2 of this bill would establish within the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare an Office of Water Pollution Control, headed by a Commissioner 
under the supervision of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. This 
would remove from the Public Health Service and the Surgeon General the 
responsibilities and supervision provided under Public Law 660. 

Experience has shown that the Public Health Service has administered the pro- 
visions of Public Law 660 with unusual efficiency, particularly the construction 
grants, and that the traditional local-State-Federal teamwork approach of the 
Public Health Service is the most effective way of controlling the national water 
pollution problem. 

The executive board is opposed to any proposals or amendments which would 
move the administrative responsibility for the program from the Public Health 
Service to any other position within the Department of Health, Education, and 


Welfare. 





STATEMENT OF EXECUTIVE BoarD, CONFERENCE OF STATE SANITARY ENGINEERS, 
RELATING TO FEDERAL GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF MUNICIPAL SEWAGE 
TREATMENT WoRKS 


Sewage treatment works construction has never kept up with needs except 
during 1933-39 when Federal public works funds were available. Since that time 
such construction has fallen steadily behind and by 1956, when Public Law 660 
was passed, a huge backlog amounting to nearly $2 billion had been allowed to 
accumulate. 

Federal grants to municiaplities under Public Law 660 have stimulated increased 
construction of sewage treatment works. This stimulation in 1958 resulted in an 
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alltime record for sewage treatment works contract awards of $400 million, an 
increase of 80 percent over the 5-year pregrant period of 1952-56. The increase 
in contract awards during both 1957 and 1958 over the 1952-56 annual average 
was about equal to the value of contract awards for projects receiving Federal] 
grants. 

The reduction or discontinuance of Federal construction grant funds would 
seriously retard the national program to control water pollution from municipal 
wastes. This slowdown would come at a time when our expanding national 
economy and defense needs demand ever-increasing quantities of higher quality 
water for municipal, industrial, and other purposes. 

The executive board of the conference of State sanitary engineers, in session on 
February 3, 1959, expresses its emphatic support for the appropriation for fiscal 
year 1960 of the full authorization for construction grants under Public Lew 660, 





SuMMARY OF EsTIMATED SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT CONSTRUCTION IN THE 
UniTEp States, 1959-62 


(By David B. Lee) 


On February 3, 1959, the executive board of the conference of State sanitary 
engineers endorsed a resurvey of sewage treatment works needs by Mr. Curtiss M. 
Everts, Mr. B. A. Poole, and Mr. David B. Lee, State sanitary engineers of 
Oregon, Indiana, and Florida, respectively. Letters were mailed to all States, 
Washington, D.C.. and Hawaii, requesting up-to-date estimates of the amount 
of sewage treatment works construction which would be undertaken in the next 
3 fiseal years if Federal grants-in-aid in the amount of 30 percent of project cost, 
up to a maximum of $250,000, were available for all projects. ‘Two similar 
surveys were conducted by these three State sanitary engineers in 1957 and 1958, 
The present survey represents an effort to update and refine previous construction 
estimates. 

On March 18, 1959, a preliminary report of this survey was submitted to the 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the House Public Works Committees 
at its hearings on House bill 3610. This report included data submitted by 32 
States, the District of Columbia, and Hawaii, together with a national projection 
based upon a similar survey conducted in 1958. Replies have now been received 
from 10 additional States and for all practical purposes the survey can be con- 
sidered complete. Reports from these 44 States and Territories are summarized 
in table 1. 
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The following table summarizes survey data for the purpose of showing the 
relationship between sewage treatment plant construction needs and costs as 


related to the $50 million annual authorization (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.). 
Al] values are in millions of dollars. 
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1 No report. 


The 44 States and Territories responding to this survey report that a total of 
$1.4 billion in sewage treatment works can be constructed during the next 3 fiscal 
years if $254 million in Federal funds is provided. 

In the 1958 survey, construction estimates and required Federal aid for these 44 
States and Territories accounted for 84 percent of the national total. Projecting 
the $1,410 million in project costs for these 44 States and Territories on the basis 
of the 1958 reporting, we have an estimated national total of $1.7 billion in con- 
struction which can move ahead during the next 3 fiscal years with Federal grant 
incentive. If grant needs of $254 million reported in the present survey are also 
projected nationally on the basis of the 1958 survey, we find that a total of $300 
million in Federal grants will be required during the next 3 fiscal years to stimulate 
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an annual average of $570 million in sewage treatment works construction d 
this period. This is the amount of Federal aid which would be provided by 


uring 
DiS ] ; House 
bill 3610 and twice that authorized under Public Law 660. The construction 
level of $570 million per year is approximately equal to the Public Health Service 
estimates of $575 million required annually for an 8-year period for effective 
water pollution control to meet the expanding population and to catch up with 


the huge backlog of needed projects. 





FEDERAL GRANTS SEWAGE TREATMENT WorRKS CONSTRUCTION 


The State health officer of Oregon, Dr. Harold M. Erickson, has been a mem. 
ber of the Presidentially appointed Water Pollution Control Advisory Board 
which advises the Surgeon General on matters pertaining to the Public Health 
Service’s activities in the field of water pollution control. 

He has informed me that the Board, at a regular meeting on December 15, 1958, 
expressed the opinion that the construction grants for waste treatment works 
should be increased, and that the proposal to have the States pick up this program 
with telephone tax funds is impracticable. 

The considered opinions of this Board are in rather sharp disagreement with 
the administration’s stand, and I would appreciate a few comments from you as 
to these differences of opinion regarding this very important construction grants 
program, 





STate oF MINNESOTA, 
WatTeR Po.LiuTiIon ConTROL CoMMISsSION, 
Minneapolis, July 8, 1959, 
Senator Rospert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Kerr: The Minnesota Water Pollution Control Commission is 
concerned over passage of H.R. 3610, introduced by Congressman John A. Blatnik, 
and companion bill 5806, by Senators Humphrey and McCarthy, containing 1959 
amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and has directed that 
you be advised concerning the situation in this State. 

Under grants provision, Public Law 85-660, 29 municipalities in Minnesota 
have during the last 3 years received grants for aid in construction of needed 
sewage treatment works. The estimated construction cost of these projects is 
$11,300,000. We estimate that two-thirds of these municipalities would not 
have proceeded with projects as fast as they did if Federal aid had not been 
available to them. The attached sheets list municipalities that applied each 
year and those that obtained grants. You will note that the funds requested 
the past 2 years have been more than four times the amount available to the 
State under the program. 

The average annual dollar value of the construction of water pollution control 
projects over the last 3 years has increased 40 to 50 percent over that for the 
preceding 5 years. 

It is estimated conservatively that for the next 3 years construction volume in 
the State of Minnesota, if sufficient Federal aid is available, will total approxi- 
mately $21 million. In addition, it is estimated that present requirements for 
constructing other new sewage treatment works and improving old ones would 
total another $110 million. The Commission wholeheartedly supports an increase 
of appropriations for these grants to aid in the construction of needed sewage 
treatment works projects. 

When the present Blatnik Act was passed in 1956, it was estimated that the 
total municipal sewage treatment construction needs for the country amounted 
to about $54 billion. It was considered that about one-fifth of this, or $1 billion, 
would be a fair share for the Federal Government to assume. 
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This would be justified on the following grounds: 

(a) There is a great national interest in promoting a uniform program for 
pollution control throughout the country in order to restore and conserve 
water resources which are vital to the national economy and welfare. 

(b) There is a national responsibility to aid in pollution control because 
our entire social and governmental system permitted and fostered the settle- 
ment and development of the country with no control of pollution until 
comparatively recent years. 

(c) The aggregate financial burden of dealing with this problem is too great 
for many municipalities to carry—having in mind that municipalities gen- 
erally are poorer financially than any other level of government. 

(d) A Federal aid program is the most effective and economical solution 
for this problem. The taxes which support the program are being uniformly 
and economically collected throughout the country. Allotment of grants 
is being effectively and economically administered with the cooperation of 
State agencies. To shift the responsibility to the States would result in 
great inequality among the States as to degree and effectiveness of tax col- 
lection and cooperation in promoting pollution control, would increase the 
administrative expense in proportion to results achieved, would permit the 
taxpayers in those States where cooperation was lax to escape from support- 
ing the program, would reduce the total amount available for sewage treat- 
ment construction, and would slacken the going program at a time when 
there is urgent need for expanding it and speeding it up. 

Because of the increase in population and expansion of industry exceeding all 
past expectations, it is now evident that the previous estimates of cost for needed 
sewage treatment construction were much too low. The program of Federal aid 
at the past rate has substantially stimulated construction among municipalities 
that were ready and able to get grants and use them. There remain many de- 
serving towns that have needed more time to develop their projects that will be 
indefinitely delayed if the Federal aid program is reduced or cut off. 

For all these reasons we urge that the Federal aid program be continued, that 
the appropriations authorized and made therefor be increased to at least $100 
million per year until the full total of $1 billion previously proposed has been 
provided, if not more, and that the increase of limits on individual projects and 
other provisions of the proposed bill be adopted. There are few if any other 
public programs which are more essential or which will do more with the money 
to maintain the economic strength and promote the general welfare of the nation 
and the State of Minnesota. 

Your very truly, 

R. N. Barr, M.D., 
Secretary, Water Pollution Control Commission; 
Secretary and Executive Officer, Minnesota Department of Health. 


Summary of applications and grants relative to Public Law 660 (Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act), Feb. 1, 1959 








1956-57 1957-58 1958-59 

Applications received (number) -........----.-.------------- ane 45 47 46 
NE SRURRCIINI CS no nie niccaacosnmansrananseaakan $9, 519,000 | $16, 049, 968 $16, 156, 477 
ns Se en cl onwsamna agen aatanibhenamnaaa $2, 859, 000 $4, 260, 283 $4, 243, 012 
Grant funds allocated to State--_-...........--....-.-.-.---.-- $929, 450 $923, 250 $929, 175 
Number of municipalities offered grants. --.-..-...-.-.-..----- 110 12 9 
Total estimated construction cost of grant projects........--.- $2, 920, 000 $3, 744, 000 $4, 658, 315 
RRR GR UMN CU ne ec nnnamenvemnaewe $929,000 | 1 $1,030,000 2 $944, 834 
Number of municipalities applying for grants that constructed 

projects without receiving grants_.........-.-..--.-.-------- ll S.1 ot vindtieammaal 
Total unsuccessful applicants that reapplied for grants, 1957-58 _ 11 SO tn eeestee 
Construction projects not approved by Public Health Service 

OT EE OS ES EE I | Sr $12, 305, 000 $11, 498, 000 
Grant funds requested for projects not approved by Public 

Health Service........--.- sbi haadaeaisieanieat py seria sani neD a taenee beer sensei $3, 300, 000 $3, 298, 000 





12 of these municipalities later rejected the offers. 
2 Includes funds rejected or reclaimed under previous years’ program. 
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Municipalities applying for Federal grants 





Location 


1956-57 


IS vonstg os ccininies 
Blooming Prairie 
Bovey-Coleraine ! 
Breckenridge- -- -- 
Brooten 
ype 8.23 . i 
Cambridge ! 
Chanhassen 
Clinton !___ 
LR ree 
Elk River 
Eliendale........- 
Fairmont ?2___..-.- 
Farmington_--_--- 
Fergus Falls__---.- 
Gilbert-- Seon 
Grand Marais 3__. 
Hampton 2 
Hayfield 
Jackson 
Kasson 2 
Lake Wilson 2_-_--| 
Mazeppa...-.-....- 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 2 
REOPR iS C3 ck 
Mountain Lake ?.} 
Northfield 1... 
Northrop........- 
Owatonna. -_...... 
Park Rapids 1. ..| 
| 


Rochester. --.--.-| 
St. Cloud 
St. Michael 
Be iannegen 
Sauk Centre__...- 
Simyeon §.......-. 


Triumph-Mon- 

ET 6 tacts: 
RE scence 
Two Harbors !_.- 
Waterville !__.-.. 
te tak eas 
Winthrop 2._....- 
Wykofl *.......... 


1957-58 


PN en tone 
Arlington_-_-...-- es 
Aurora 2 
AM. .....- 
Blooming Prai- 

rie ! chawgh 
Browerville_ --_--. 
Buhl_- 
Canton! _ 
Chanhassen 2___-. 
| a 
Cold Spring ---.--- 
Crookston !___ 
Sisco - 
Eagle Bend__--..- 
East Grand 

i {ee 
Ellendale_-_-__...-- 
Farmington !___-- 
Fergus Falls___--- 
Forest Lake 2_.__. 
Hayfield 2__ 
Hibbing 
NE astilbin 
Jackson 3......... 
Lafayette 


Cost (estimate) 





Little Falls! 





$125, 738 
303, 400 
304, 770 
142, 822 
103, 231 
73, 303 
437, 507 
51, 800 
127, 000 
143, 000 
250, 000 
111, 600 
125, 000 
258, 081 
408, 000 
236, 000 
130, 000 
54, 496 
150, 850 
368, 300 
98, 588 
50, 558 
57, 750 
212, 080 
36, 000 
265, 894 | 
320, 000 | 
822, 500 | 
44, 704 
338, 553 | 
222, 579 
220, 000 
229, 900 | 
55, 970 
754, 116 
62, 302 
65, 000 
123, 000 





152, 070 
146, 000 
442, 490 
323, 888 
238, 400 
205, 000 
127, 426 | 





9, 519, 266 


130, 000. 00 
188, 177. 66 
410, 000. 00 
1, 760, 118. 00 


273, 231.00 | 

80, 000. 00 
155, 500. 00 

79, 200. 00 

54, 700. 00 
130, 700. 00 
212, 008. 16 
457, 833. 32 
916, 425, 21 
137, 020. 00 


994, 000.00 | 
148, 790. 00 
363, 997. 50 
505, 000. 00 
106, 000. 00 
150, 850. 00 
96, 500. 00 
93, 040. 00 
368, 500. 00 
147, 922. 00 | 
675, 430. 00 | 





Amount of 
grant 
requested 


$37, 721 
91, 000 
91, 431 
42, 846 
30, 969 
21, 991 

131, 250 
15, 540 
38, 100 
42, 900 
75, 000 
33, 480 
37, 500 
75, 324 

122, 400 
70, 800 
30, 000 
16, 349 
45, 255 

110, 550 
29, 576 


15, 167 |} 


17, 325 || 


63, 624 
10, 800 
79, 768 
96 000 

250, 000 
13, 411 

101, 566 


66, 773 | 


66, 000 
68, 970 


16, 790 | 
226, 235 | 


18, 691 
19, 500 
36, 900 


45, 621 
43, 800 
132, 747 
108, 202 
71, 520 
61, 500 
38, 228 


2, 859, 220 


39, 000. 00 
56, 451. 50 
123, 000. 00 
250, 000. 00 


81, 969.00 || 
24, 000. 00 | 
46, 650.00 | 


23, 760. 00 
16, 410. 00 
39, 210. 00 
63, 602. 45 
137, 350. 00 
250, 000. 00 
41, 000. 00 


250, 000. 00 
44, 637. 00 





109, 199. 25 | 
151, 500. 00 | 
31, 800.00 | 


45, 255. 00 
28, 950. 00 
27, 912. 00 
110, 550. 00 
44, 376. 60 
202, 629. 00 


(| Sanborn._- 





| Mankato 





a 
Amount of 
Location Cost (estimate) grant 
requested 
1957-58 
Mankato......... | $267, 588. 00 $80, 276. 00 
Daawiette. i... 61, 000. 00 | 


Marshall 2 
Mazeppa ! 
Owatonna.--_-..-.- 
Pere US Oa 
Pine Island ! 


St. Michael 2_-._-- 
Pe Rete... -54suel 
Shakopee 
TUG oc amicieoe 
eer 82 bio kst 
Triumph- 

Monterey-.-.-.- 
WRRONEE 9 ncn mont 
Walnut Grove----| 
Waseca 
West St. Paul... 
WEMREE 9. Lccnces] 
ay mn 605. | 
Zumbrota. -.-..--| 


TO. -a2s- 

1958-59 
tats ne | 
Arlington ! 
Austin 
Brainerd 
Browerville_- 
Buhl 
Champlin 
Chaska. _. 
Clarkfield 


|| Cold Spring------ 


SS 2554 SoS 
Eagle Bend__--.--| 
Elk River t....... 
Fergus Falls !__.- 
Gagner *.......:.- 
Goodview _.-.---- 
Grand Marais !_- 


| Grand Rapids_-.-- 


Ivanhoe 
Karlstad _......-- 
Lafayette _- 
Lamberton 


McGregor-_-..---- 
Moorhead-------- 
RUE scceekocous 
Owatonna.--..-..-- 
Pine River !__.--- 
Prior Lake_--- 
Red Wing ! 
| ee aaa 
St. Peter --- 


Sauk Rapids !___- 
Shakopee 


Spring Valley _ --- 

Stillwater ! 

Triumph- 
Monterey - -.-.-- 


Wells SO Seetelet, 
West St. Paul__--| 
White Bear Lake 

Winton 





1 Projects which received a Federal grant under Public Law 660. 


2 Projects which proceeded without a Federal grant. 


3 Projects where Federal grant offers were later rejected. 


495, 448. 00 
75, 458. 00 
458, 642. 00 
175, 560. 00 
341, 303. 00 
60, 564. 00 
36, 773. 00 
55, 970. 00 
845, 000. 00 
790, 450. 00 
152, 000. 00 
145, 000. 00 


196, 570. 00 
84, 730. 00 
139, 000. 00 
79, 009. 75 

1, 295, 000. 00 
1, 245, 000. 00 
55, 000. 00 
357, 000. 00 


16, 049, 968. 60 


158, 100. 00 
217, 053. 14 


882, 000.00 | 
505, 500. 00 | 
85, 000.00 | 


155, 500. 00 
111, 180. 00 
228, 000. 00 
145, 752. 00 
254, 537. 92 
809, 000. 00 
137, 020. 00 
525, 460. 00 
255, 000. 00 
305. 000, 00 
149, 196. 00 

72, 000. 00 
554, 500. 00 


46, 032.00 | 


71, 540. 00 
161, 564. 20 
81, 360. 00 


282, 000. 00 | 


39, 270. 00 
877, 000. 00 
374, 000. 00 
481, 574. 00 
186, 602. 07 
166, 000. 00 

2, 040, 000. 00 

83, 000. 00 
931, 000. 00 
104, 872. 00 
156, 000. 00 
825, 840. 00 
195, 669. 00 
231, 880. 00 
991, 200. 00 


202, 000. 00 
143, 000. 00 


73, 160. 00 | 
171, 650. 00 | 


1, 298, 000. 00 
54, 000. 00 
38, 400. 00 

390, 065. 00 


16, 156, 477. 33 





18, 300. 00 
148, 600. 00 
22, 437. 40 
137, 592. 00 
52, 368, 00 
102, 390. 90 
18, 169. 20 
11, 020. 00 
16, 790. 00 
250, 000. 00 
237, 135.00 
45, 600. 00 
43, 500. 00 


58, 971.00 
25, 419. 00 
41, 700. 00 
23, 702. 93 
250, 000. 00 
250, 000. 00 
16, 500. 00 
170. 100. 00 


4, 260, 283. 23 


47, 430.00 
65, 111. 94 
250, 000. 00 
151, 650. 00 
25, 000. 00 
46, 650. 00 
33, 354.00 
66, 600. 00 
44, 025. 60 
76, 361. 38 
242, 700. 00 
41, 000. 00 
49, 638. 00 
157, 500. 00 
91, 500. 00 
44, 758. 80 
21, 600. 00 
166, 350. 00 
13, 809. 60 
25, 400. 00 
48, 469. 26 
24, 408.00 
84, 600. 00 
11, 781. 00 
250, 000.00 
112, 200. 00 
144, 472. 00 
55, 980. 62 
49, 800. 00 
250, 000. 00 
24, 900. 00 
250, 000. 00 
31, 461. 60 
46, 800. 00 
247, 752. 00 
58, 701. 00 
69, 564. 00 
250, 000. 00 


60, 600. 00 
42, 900. 00 
21, 948. 00 
51, 495. 00 
250, 000. 00 
16, 200. 00 
11, 520. 00 
117, 020. 00 


4, 243, 011. 80 
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A RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED States To Apopr 
THE BLATNIK AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION ConTROL AcT 


Whereas the Congress of the United States has recognized the benefits resulting 
to the public health and welfare by the prevention and control of water pollution; 


nd 
' Whereas it is the declared policy of the Congress of the United States to recog- 
nize, preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities and rights of the States in 
preventing and controlling water pollution, to support and aid technical research 
relating to the prevention and control of water pollution, and to provide financial 
aid to State and interstate agencies and to municipalities in connection with the 
prevention and control of water pollution; and 

Whereas the Honorable John A. Blatnik, a Member of Congress from the State 
of Minnesota, has proposed an amendment, H.R. 3610, to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, which amendment provides for a more effective control 
and prevention of water pollution, and for increased financial aid to State and 
municipalities for such purpose, and is known as the Blatnik amendment to the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act; and 

Whereas the President has named a nine-man advisory board to study the water 
pollution situation and make recommendations, which board has filed its report 
and recommendations, which recommendations are incorporated in H.R. 3610: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, That the Congress of the 
United States enact H.R. 3610, an amendment to the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act; be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the state of Minnesota be instructed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives of the United States, and to each Member of Congress from the 
State of Minnesota. 





THE NatTion’s Worst Pusitic Works PROBLEM 


Extension of remarks of Hon. John A. Blatnik of Minnesota in the House of 
Representatives, Thursday, January 29, 1959 


Mr. Buatnirx. Mr. Speaker, a recent poll of the Nation’s 52 State and Terri- 
torial health officers shows that by an overwhelming majority—82 percent—they 
believe the current Federal sewage treatment plant construction grant program 
has resulted in stimulation of sewage plant construction. Their views are backed 
up by the facts which show that construction of sewage treatment works—the 
Nation’s worst public works problem—has risen steadily during the course of the 
construction grants program. 

Contract awards in 1957 rose to $351 million and are expected to reach at least 
$390 million in 1958. The 1952-56 average was $222 million. Total construc- 
tion of treatment plants reached an all-time national high in 1958 with over one- 
third of the projects constructed in that year receiving Federal grants. Moreover, 
at least 35 States experienced their highest treatment plant construction levels 
in 1957 or 1958. 

The results of this poll of the Nation’s health officials shows that three-fourths 
of them favor doubling the authorization of construction grant allocations. These 
same officials, it must be remembered, opposed the adoption of this grant program 
when it was first proposed in 1956. But in overwhelming numbers they now favor 
the program and what is more recommend additional Federal participation. On 
this, too, they are well supported by the facts. 

A recent survey of State and Territorial sanitary engineers indicates the esti- 
mated sewage treatment construction program of 40 States for the next 3 years 
could utilize approximately twice the Federal grant money authorized for the 
next 3 years under Public Law 660. According to this survey, the estimated cost 
of sewage treatment plant construction requirements for the next 3 years is ap- 
proximately $540 million per year. The average annual Federal contribution to 
maintain this level of construction is estimated in the survey to be approximately 
$100 million per year, or twice the current authorized Federal level of participation. 

Despite the success of the treatment plant construction program and its en- 
dorsement by State health officials the President has recommended that it be 
repealed. According to the President’s budget message his administration sup- 
ports programs necessary to stimulate greater State and local effort in areas of 
“critical national concern” but has consistently endeavored to strengthen our 
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system of government “by encouraging State and local governments to assume 
responsibility for many publie needs which they can provide well without relying 
on Federal aid at all.” To further this worthy objective the President would 
discontinue Federal grants for waste treatment works construction and adjust 
Federal revenue laws as recommended by the Joint Federal-State Action Com. 
mittee so the States can assume full responsibility for these programs starting 
in fiscal year 1961. 

What the President has done is pick what has been termed the Nation’s 
“worst public works problem” by Fortune magazine and single it out for the 
budget ax on the pretext of strengthening Federal-State relations. He hag 
picked a program that was enacted in the first place because it was needed to 
stimulate greater State and local effort in an area of ‘‘critical national concern,” 
namely, pollution control, and which has proved to be such a successful stimulant 
that over 80 percent of the Nation’s health officers who 24% years ago opposed 
it today agree that it has resulted in stimulation of sewage plant construction 
within their jurisdictions. The President’s own adviser for public works, Gen, 
J. S. Bragdon, has stated that: 

“To meet our needs for water, conservation is the order of the day. We 
cannot manufacture this necessity of life. We must store it and use it more 
efficiently, learn to convert saline waters and find ways to improve the distriby- 
tion of it. Most important of all, our rivers will have to be cleaned, and ade- 
quate treatment facilities installed to prevent upstream pollution. To accom- 
plish this job, we need almost 8,000 municipal plants alone, and in all, some 17,000 
facilities, public and private, to insure that all of the potential sources of pollution 
are adequately controlled.” 

Obviously, here is an area of critical national concern where State and local 
efforts have lagged the past 20 years making necessary the program now in 
operation to stimulate greater State and local effort. No wonder 48 out of 50 
State health officers have come out in opposition to the President’s recommenda- 
tion to repeal the existing program. No wonder the President’s own Water 
Pollution Control Advisory Board, in an almost unheard of action, unanimously 
refused to endorse his recommendations. 

Who agrees with the President on this issue? The Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States and the National Association of Manufacturers were his sole 
supporters when hearings were held on the subject last year by the Public Works 
Committee. I might add, Mr. Speaker, that I have never been able to fully 
understand the position taken by the chamber and the NAM on this issue. 
Water is essential to industry. By 1975 industry will be using 215 billion gallons 
a day. Sixty-two percent of the Nation’s water used will be in industry. To 
make a ton of steel alone requires 65,000 gallons of water. Industry has more 
at stake here than any other element of our economy and yet their national 
organizations oppose measures designed to assure that the quality of our water 
supply will be adequate for industrial as well as other uses. To encourage 
industry to join with others in combating pollution, I have introduced legislation 
today providing fast tax writeoffs for industrial waste treatment facilities which 
may be constructed in the future. 

At the same time I have introduced a bill to increase the Federal grant program 
under Public Law 660 in order to further stimulate local effort to increase the 
level of treatment plant construction so that it more closely meets the proven 
needs of the country. 

My bill would amend section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by 
authorizing: 

First. Grants for projects in the amount of 30 percent of the estimated reason- 
able cost thereof or $500,000, whichever is the smaller. Under existing law the 
maximum grant is 30 percent of the cost or $250,000, whichever is the smaller, 
Experience has shown that there has been less stimulation of construction in the 
larger communities subject to the $250,000 limitation than in those eligible for 
the full 30 percent grant. Because of this limitation, there is insufficient incentive 
to larger communities which are at the same time often major contributors to 
pollution. Increasing the maximum grant limit to $500,000 should tend to stimu- 
late more projects from the larger communities, thus giving State pollution control 
authorities an opportunity to bring their programs into better balance by acceler- 
ating construction in the larger as well as in the smaller communities, 

Second, Municipalities to join together to build joint treatment facilities with 
the amount of grant allocable to each community as if it were a separate project. 
Under existing law each project is limited to the maximum grant of $250,000 or 
30 percent of the cost, whichever is the smaller. Experience indicates that if 
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communities which join together could receive a larger grant the program would 
have a greater stimulatory effect on such communities. Often the construction 
of such joint facilities is the most economical and efficient method of providing 
adequate sewage treatment and is generally encouraged by consulting engineers 
and the States. This amendment would give the States greater latitude in deter- 
mining the use of funds within their States and authorizes an allocation to each 
municipality involved in a joint project its share of the estimated reasonable cost 
rather than limiting the project, as under present law, to a single maximum grant. 

Third. Reallocation of grant funds from States not using funds because of lack 
of projects to States having projects approved for which grants have not been 
made because of lack of funds. Experience under the present act indicates that 
a number of jurisdictions have not been able to use their funds because of lack 
of eligible projects. On the other hand, many States have backlogs of projects 
considerably in excess of their Federal allotments. This amendment would per- 
mit a reallocation of funds from jurisdictions which cannot use them to jurisdic- 
tions having projects for which grants are not made because of lack of funds. 
This will stimulate additional construction in the States having the greatest 
demonstrated need. ; 

Fourth. One hundred million dollars for construction grants each year for 10 
years. Present law provides for $50 million a year for 10 years for Federal con- 
struction grants. Even this amount has resulted in tremendous plant construc- 
tion stimulation, but it is not enough. The level of construction is reaching the 
$400 million mark, but our yearly needs are nearer $600 million. In order to 
stimulate construction up to this level it is necessary to restore the Federal con- 
struction program to amount I originally proposed in 1956 and which was cut in 
half. I said then that we were creating a program with one leg amputated before 
it had even learned to walk. On one leg the program is walking well but we need 
to restore the other leg so it can run the pollution problem right into the ground 

My bill also provides for the establishment of an Office of Water Pollution 
Control within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. At the 

resent time the Federal water pollution control program is administered by the 
Water Supply and Water Pollution Control Program Section of the Division of 
Sanitary Engineering Services of the Bureau of the State Services of the Public 
Health Service of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. These 
men are doing a superb, dedicated job but the morass of the administrative 
framework within which they work cannot help but stifle and restrict their 
activities. The Committee on Public Works has stated explicitly that: 

“Tt intends to watch carefully the progress and development of the national 
water-pollution control program and particularly the supporting role of the 
Federal Government.”’ 

In a committee report in 1956 it was stated: 

“The committee believes that the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare should place a high priority on the objectives of the program authorized by 
the bill (Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956) and will diligently carry 
out its role in this Federal-State cooperative activity by providing a constructive 
program within an appropriate administrative framework.” 

r. Speaker, that appropriate administrative framework has not as yet been 
established by administrative action. Legislation is therefore needed. Control 
of pollution is part and parcel of the overall water resources problem. Waste 
carrying is an essential use of water. Pollution simply means that waste has built 
up beyond the water’s capacity to carry it. Therefore, one of water’s essential 
uses is curtailed and, what is more, its availability for other uses reduced at the 
same time. This affects industry, agriculture, fish and wildlife, and our health as 
well. The control of pollution is no longer concerned merely with the correction 
of sanitary nuisances but rather with the conservation of a great and precious 
resource—water. 

The existing administrative framework within which the pollution control 
program operates must, therefore, be broadened and expanded so that the proper 
emphasis can be placed on all aspects of the problem—engineering, legal, research, 
construction, economic, and health. At the urging and by request of the Nation’s 
great conservation organizations, women’s clubs, and many others, and in the 
interests of good government, I recommend the establishment of an Office of 
Water Pollution Control within the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare so that an all-out attack, at all levels of government can begin against the 
pollution problem which threatens our health, reduces available water supplies 
and restricts economic growth and expansion. 


48964—59——-7 
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HEBRON, Mb., April 2, 1959, 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Cuavez: I hope that you committee is giving 8. 805 4 
favorable report. The increase in Federal assistance for sewage treatment projects 
which it provides is necessary if we are to make progress in cleaning our polluted 
rivers and streams. 

The President’s adviser for public works, Gen. J. 8. Bragdon, has stated: “To 
meet our needs for water, conservation is the order of the day. We cannot 
manufacture this necessity of life. We must store it and use it more efficiently 
learn to convert saline waters and find ways to improve the distribution of it. 
Most important of all, our rivers will have to be cleaned, and adequate treatment 
facilities installed to prevent upstream pollution. To accomplish this job, we 
need almost 8,000 municipal plants alone, and in all, some 17,000 facilities, public 


and private, to insure that all of the potential sources of pollution are adequately 
controlled.” 


os 
Sincerely, 
JoHun T. GRAHAM, 


FEDERATION OF SEWAGE AND INDUSTRIAL WASTES ASSOCIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., January 27, 1959. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 

Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: As this organization is concerned with the protection of 
the Nation’s water resources through the reduction of water pollution, we take 
the liberty of sending you a copy of a resolution passed by our board of control 
in annual session in Detroit, Mich., on October 9, 1958. 

While our primary objective is the publication of a technical journal and the 
dissemination of technical information through any available means, the federa- 
tion board of control hoped that you would be interested in this formal action. 
This federation is composed of more than 8,400 members representing a group 
with widely diversified interests in pollution control. The organization is 
unique in that it is the only group devoting its undivided attention to this im- 
portant aspect of public health, public welfare, and the national economy. 

This organization believes that the legislation cited has given a definite impetus 
to water pollution abatement in this country. It is for this reason that we feel 
your support in extending this legislation is sound and for the public good. 

Yours respectfully, 
Raupeu E. Furman, Executive Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the increasing demands on the beneficial overall utilization of the 
Nation’s limited water supply emphasizes the urgent need for concentrated atten- 
tion to more rigid water quality regulations; and 

Whereas water resource and river basin development requirements are on the 
increase throughout the Nation; and 

Whereas such projects, when completed, might materially affect the water 
quality conditions of the entire basin; and 

Whereas water pollution control activities are directly related and include such 
water quality considerations; and 

Whereas the enactment by the 84th Congress of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act has been successful in stimulating this local-State-Federal action 
program, resulting in the achievement of the Nation’s alltime high rate of con- 
struction of sewage treatment plants; and 

Whereas in spite of this alltime high rate of construction, it still falls far short 
of the $575 million annual rate needed; and 

Whereas the progress already noted in sewage treatment plant construction 
would be greatly accelerated by proposed amendments by section 6 of the Water 
Pollution Control Act increasing the total appropriation authorization to $1 billion, 
increasing maximum grant provisions to projects to $500,000, authorizing mu- 
nicipalities to band together in construction of joint projects and permitting re- 
allocation of unobligated funds; and 
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Whereas National, State, and regional groups interested in the field of water 

Jlution control have evidenced approval of such amendments in public hearings: 
Taarefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Federatlon of Sewage and Industrial Wastes Associations in 
conference assembled on October 9, 1958, at Detroit, Mich., fully endorse the 
principles of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Public Law 660, 84th 
amare, and the cooperative local-State-Federal program it supports; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That this Federation also endorses amending section 6 of said act to 
provide additional stimulus and more effective means of reducing the backlog 
of pollution abatement needs; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the President of the 
United States, the President of the U.S. Senate, the Speaker of the U.S. House 
of.Representatives, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, the chair- 
men of the Senate and House Appropriations Committees, the chairmen of the 
Senate and House Committees on Public Works, and members of the Senate 
and House Subcommittees on Rivers and Harbors, the Surgeon General of the 
U.S. Public Health Service, the Governors, and water pollution control agencies 
of the 49 States and the Territories of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, 
and the members of the President’s Water Pollution Control Advisory Board. 


OFFICE OF THE Mayor, 
City of Alton, Ill., July 10, 1959. 
Hon. DENNiIs CHAVEZ, 

Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
The Senate of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR CHAvez: I have just been advised that H.R. 3610, Federal 
water pollution bill is in the hands of the Public Works Committee, and I wish 
to advise that we in this community would very much appreciate favorable action 
on that bill. 

We look upon the grants proposed in this bill as an absolute necessity for the 
elimination of the river pollution in our community. It is very difficult to sell 
people the idea of spending tremendous amounts of money fof the construction 
of sewage treatment facilities, particularly when many of them can see no benefit 
to them personally. 

As opposed to some other Federal grants, I cannot see in any way where the 
adoption of this bill would promote inflation or where in any way it is in competi- 
tion of free enterprise. 

We urgently need all the help we can possibly obtain for the construction of 
sewage treatment facilities. We are thoroughly in accord with the elimination of 
water pollution and we are doing everything possible to promote means of financing 
sewage treatment facilities, but at a time when taxes are very high we find it diffi- 
cult to finance such a project. 

We hope that your committee may see fit to take favorable action on this bill. 

Very sincerely yours, 
P. W. Day, Mayor. 


New ENGLAND INTERSTATE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION, 
Boston, Mass., July 13, 19659. 
Senator Ropert 8. Kerr 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Com mittee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KERR: The members of this commission are vitally interested 
in H.R. 3610 relative to increased appropriations for grants to municipalities for 
the construction of sewage treatment works. 

In the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Compact Area, the 
Federal construction grant program under Public Law 660 has stimulated un- 
precedented activity in sewage treatment plant construction. Under the pro- 
gram, treatment works estimated to cost $24 million have been or are about to be 
installed in 45 communities in the area. In some of the States the inadequacy 
of the grant funds has caused the postponement of projects ready for construction. 
It is apparent that the present authorized appropriation of $50 million annually 
will be wholly insufficient to provide for the construction of sewage treatment 
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facilities in the over 100 communities in the area that have engaged consultin 
engineers to prepare sewage works plans. All of these projects are being planned 
on the premise that Federal construction grants will be available. 

The Commission desires to record with your committee, which now has H.R 
3610 under consideration, its interest in and support of this legislation, in order 
that our water resources may be conserved through the practical medium of water 
pollution control. 

Very truly yours, 
JoserH C. Knox, 
Executive Secretary, 


City or ARVADA, 
Arvada, Colo., July 9, 1969, 
Senator Ropert 8. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: A group of mayors, sanitary engineers, and others met 
recently with Congressman Byron Johnson to discuss House bill 3610 recently 
passed by the House of Representatives. Needless to say we are elated that this 
necessary legislation has successfully passed its first hurdle. 

This proposal, I under stand, is now up for consideration by the U.S. Senate 
and will be studied by the Senate Public Works Committee. Inasmuch as Arvada 
is part of the metropolitan area of Denver, Colo., and participates in one of the 
most crucial areas of the United States as far as stream pollution, we are most 
interested in the outcome of this legislation. Congressman Byron Johnson, | 
believe, at one time proposed a possible increase in the appropriation of about 50 
percent over that which was finally passed by the House. This figure, I am 
convinced, is not at all unreasonable and would be most welcome by the hundreds 
of communities in the United States which are in the same position’as Arvada. 
However, if there can be no increase over that proposed in 3610, at least we would 
very much appreciate your consideration and approval of this bill as it now stands, 

My sincere thanks for your kind consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
sAIL H. GiiBert, Mayor. 


MouniciPpaL BUILDING, 
Aurora, Colo., July 10, 1969. 
Hon. Roserrt 8. Kerr, 
The U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Kerr: I write this letter to you as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee and a member of the Public Works Committee since you will be concerned 
with Federal water pollution control as discussed in H.R. 3610. 

We are especially concerned that this bill have a prompt hearing and quick 
action. There are many reasons why this bill is important to Aurora and others 
in the Denver metropolitan area. It is especially important for us that the co- 
operative features whereby a large project involving more than one city is not 
penalized, but is nevertheless given the same credit as though separate plants 
were being constructed. 

We do need the amount of the funds herein cited or even more. As standards 
of purity go up in the public health field the costs go up, too. 

Very truly yours, 
ALLEN C. Brapiey, Mayor. 


GENERAL FEDERATION OF WoMEN’s C.iUBs, 
CONSERVATION oF NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
Dunbar, W. Va., July 6, 1959. 
Senator JoHN SHERMAN CoopPER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Cooper: It was with pleasure that we received the news that 
the House passed H.R. 3610, the Blatnik bill to double the sewage treatment 
construction grants program, and that it is now pending in the Senate Public 
Works Committee. 
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Water pollution control is a matter in which we of the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs are vitally concerned. We trust that the Senate will schedule 
early action on the bill. 

If hearings are held, we will appreciate having an opportunity to present a 
statement. Thank you. ; 

Sincerely yours, 
ELEANOR JEAN GUTHRIE 
Mrs. Fleetwood Guthrie, 
Conservation Chairman. 


NATIONAL AssocIATION OF CoUNTY OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1969. 
SenaTOR RoBeErrt S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR KERR: The 6,000 elected and appointed county officials who 
comprise the National Association of County Officials were greatly encouraged bv 
the passage of the Blatnik bill, H.R. 3610, in the House. County officials believe 
that passage of the Blatnik bill in this Congress is imperative in order to protect 
the public health and welfare. 

I note that the bill has now come over to the Senate and that it has been referred 
to your Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, of the Committee 
on Public Works. We feel that the bill deserves and needs the interest and im- 
petus which hearings in the Senate could give it. We feel that the best interests 
of the American people require that every last ounce of support be mustered in 
the Senate for the bill. Therefore, we strongly urge that you, as chairman of the 
subcommittee, hold hearings on the bill in order that its many supporters can 
once again impress the Congress and the country as a whole with the perilous 
situation which now exists. 

We thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 
BERNARD F, HILLENBRAND, 
Executive Director. 


HovusE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1969. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my privilege to bring to your attention a letter 
from the Honorable J. Millard Tawes, Governor of the State of Maryland, in 
support of H.R. 3610. 

Inasmuch as the Water Pollution Control Act has been of such material value 
to our State, I would like to have Governor Tawes’ letter of support made a part 
of your record in order that members of your committee may have the benefit of 
his views. 

With kind regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
RicuHarp E. LANKFORD, 
Member of Congress. 


EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Annapolis, Md., June 3, 1959. 
Hon. Ricnarp E. LANKFORD, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear ConGRESSMAN LANKFoRD: Maryland has taken full advantage of all 
Federal funds made available under Public Law 660 for the construction of 
sewage disposal plants. . 

This program, financed jointly by Federal, State, and local governments, is 
progressing well in our State. 

Yonsequently, we urge favorable consideration by the Congress of H.R. 3610, 
which will not only continue the program but will materially increase the amount 
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of Federal funds allocated to the several States for this purpose. Maryland jg 
in a position to provide the required matching moneys. 
With kindest personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
J. Mituarp Tawes, Governor, 


Texas Water & Sewace Works ASSOCIATION, 
Austin, Tex., March 9, 1969, 
CHAIRMAN, Pusiic Worxs ComMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Srr: At the business meeting of the Texas Water & Sewage Works 
Association held at College Station, Tex., March 4, 1959, during the annual short 
school, the attached resolution was adopted supporting the continuation of grants 
under Public Law 660. 

For your general information, the Texas Water & Sewage Works Association 
is composed of some 3,500 members representing municipal water and sewage 
system operators, city managers, city engineers, and other city officials, consulting 
engineers, industrial engineers and technicians, public health engineers, equipment 
manufacturers, and others associated with and interested in water resource 
development, water pollution control, conservation, and beneficial utilization 
of water supply sources. The objectives of this association are the advancement 
in theory, practice, and management of the production, treatment, distribution 
and conservation of potable water as well as the collection, treatment and disposal 
of sewage and trade wastes. The association encourages its members to high 
professional standards in the protection of public health and welfare. 

Any support you might lend to this matter will be appreciated by the member- 
ship of our association. 

Very truly yours, 
V. M. Ex ers, Secretary. 

Whereas Public Law 660 has provided a stimulus for the construction of sewage 
treatment facilities in Texas for the past 3 years; and 

Whereas the present Federal budget proposes a 60-percent reduction in these 
grant funds for the next fiscal year and no appropriation for the year following: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Texas Water & Sewage Works Association hereby endorses 
the continuation of Public Law 660; and 

It further recommends that the grant features of Public Law 660 in no way be 
curtailed; and 

Further, that the Secretary of the Texas Water & Sewage Works Association 
forward a copy of this resolution to the following: 

U.S. Senator Lyndon B. Johnson. 

U.S. Senator Ralph Yarborough. 

Representative Sam Rayburn, Speaker of the House. 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate. 

Chairman, Public Works Committee, House of Representatives. 
Secretary, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
Surgeon General L. E. Burney. 





NortH CAROLINA STATE Boarp oF HEALTH, 
STaTE STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE, 


Raleigh, March 5, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON PuBLICc Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Srr: Information has recently reached this office to the effect that your 
committee will begin hearings on H.R. 3610 within the near future. 

This bill contains proposed amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act which would increase the Federal funds authorized for carrying out the sewage 
treatment works construction grant program from $50 million per annum to $100 
million and would increase the maximum amount for any one project from $250,000 
to $500,000. It further provides that municipalities may band together in the 
construction of joint projects and for the reallocation of unobligated funds. 

The State Stream Sanitation Committee of North Carolina has studied the 
proposed legislation and on February 19, 1959, adopted the attached resolution 
in support thereof. Our experience in North Carolina with the Federal grant 
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program under Public Law 660 has convinced us of the necessity of continuing 
the grant program, as well as the desirability of increasing the funds authorized 
for such grants. The program has been well received by our municipalities and 
the grants made available for sewage works construction have greatly encouraged 
the development and installation of needed water pollution control measures. 
As indicated in the attached resolution, there are presently 36 grant projects 
under construction in North Carolina, and 39 applications are now on file in this 
office requesting grants totaling $5,190,252 for projects which will cost approxi- 
mately $28 million. This is an obvious indication of the need for the program 
and of the interest being given to water pollution control by our municipalities. 
However, unless adequate funds are provided with which to satisfy the requests 
represented in the applications now on file in North Carolina, these needed 
projects will be delayed while the applicants wait for Federal funds to become 
available for assistance in financing them. 

For the above reasons, we sincerely hope that your committee, as well as the 
Congress, will act favorably on H.R. 3610, thus providing the much needed 
leadership in the field of water resource protection. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. HusBBarp, 
Director, Division of Water Pollution Control. 


RESOLUTION OF THE NoRTH CAROLINA STATE STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE 


Whereas the grants for sewage treatment works construction under the provi- 
sions of section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660, 
84th Cong.) have greatly stimulated progress in the water pollution control 
program as evidenced by the high rate of municipal sewage treatment plant 
construction; and 

Whereas, in spite of the fact that completion of such projects will materially 
improve the availability of usable water for our rapidly growing municipal, 
agricultural, and industrial requirements, the rate of sewage treatment works 
construction still falls far short of being adequate; and 

Whereas the progress already noted in connection with the water pollution 
control program of this State, as well as that of other States, would be seriously 
retarded if the appropriation of adequate Federal funds to continue and enlarge 
the sewage treatment works grant program is not provided; and 

Whereas the need and desirability of this program has been amply demonstrated 
in North Carolina by the fact that 36 Federal grant projects are now underway 
and 39 applications have been filed requesting grants totaling $5,190,252 for 
projects which will cost a total of $27,950,000; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the State Stream Sanitation Committee of North Carolina, 
meeting in Raleigh on February 19, 1959, endorses the principles of the sewage 
treatment works grant program as provided in section 6 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660) and further fully endorses amending 
section 6 of said act to increase the total appropriation authorization to $100 
million annually, to authorize municipalities to band together in the construction 
of joint projects, and to permit reallocation of unobligated funds; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the chairmen of the 
Senate and House Appropriations Committees, the chairmen of the Senate and 
House Committees on Public Works, the Setretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and to the Governor and all Members of Congress from North Carolina. 

Adopted February 19, 1959. 


NATIONAL RIVERS AND Harsors CONGRESS, 
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1959. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Cuavez: The following information is submitted for your 
consideration: 

The National Rivers and Harbors Congress, assembled for its 46th annual 
convention in the city of Washington, D.C., on May 15, 1959, has considered 
the growing urgency of the problem of water pollution abatement. 

It appears that with the rising population, rapidly increasing per capita water 
use, and developing industrial and recreational needs for water, current levels of 
expenditures for pollution abatement facilities are grossly inadequate. Reliable 
estimates clearly demonstrate the imperative necessity for a level of expenditures 
for these purposes of approximately $575 million annually. 
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Evidence submitted to the convention compels the conclusion that only through 
increased Federal assistance to local communities can this national problem be 
solved. Accordingly, the National Rivers and Harbors Congress stron 
endorses the provisions of the bill, H.R. 3610, and recommends its immediate 
enactment into law, which it believes to be an essential step in the constructive 
solution of this growing national problem. 
Sincerely yours, 
Wiii1aM H. Wess, 
Executive Vice President. 


THe AMERICAN PusBLic HEALTH AssOocIATION, INc. 
) 


New York, N.Y., March 16, 1969, 
Hon. Rosert 8. Kerr, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works’ Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: Attached is a copy of a resolution dealing with the grant for water 
pollution abatement. It was adopted by the American Public Health Association 
on October 30, 1958. Please let me know if there is any way by which the aggo- 


ciation can be of assistance to the committee during consideration of related 
legislation. 


Sincerely 
j Berwyn F. Martison, M.D., 
Ezecutive Director. 


RESOLUTION No. 9—GRANT FOR WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 


Whereas a study by members of the conference of State sanitary engineers hag 
shown that— 
(a) many more communities could be stimulated to correct water pollution 
problems if more Federal funds were made available, and 
(b) the present top limit in Public Law 660 of $250,000 to any one project 
does not provide a substantial aid to large projects where the extent of pollu- 
tion is frequently the largest, and 
(c) present restrictions on multicity projects tend to result in a large 
number of small plants whereas long-range planning may indicate a single 
plant on an area basis: Therefore be it 
Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be petitioned to amend Public 
Law 660 with the view of increasing the effectiveness of the construction grants 
for sewage works programs through (1) increasing the total amount of the au- 
thorization and appropriation, (2) increasing the maximum grant provisions in ! 
proportion to any increase in the amount authorized, (3) authorizing municipalities 
to band together in constructing joint projects. 


a 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


March 11, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator: Recently I have received a number of letters from Tennes- 
seans stressing upon me the importance of increasing grants for construction of 
sewage treatment works. 

I am enclosing copies of this correspondence and respectfully ask that it be 
included in testimony received in behalf of Senator Humphrey’s bill, S. 805. 

I would appreciate it very much if hearings could be held on the subject some- 
time in the near future, and a bill reported from your committee. 

My kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
Estes Keravuver, U.S. Senate, 
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Marcu 11, 1959. 
Dr. R. H. Hutcueson, ; 
Chairman, Tennessee Stream Pollution Control Board, 


Nashville, Tenn. 


Dear Dr. Hutcureson: Thank you very much for your letter of March 3. 

I appreciate your calling my attention to the bills sponsored by Senator Hum- 
phrey and Congressman Blatnik. I have had several letters from Tennessee 
expressing interest in them. ; 

I am enclosing a letter which I have written to Senator Chavez urging him to 
have the bill called up for consideration as soon as possible. I certainly believe 
they would be of great importance to Tennessee. 

I will let you know whenever I hear from him. 

Sincerely, 
Estes Keravuver, U.S. Senator. 


Marcu 11, 1959. 
Hon. B. M. Patrrerson, 


Mayor, Cily of Bradford, Bradford, Tenn. 


Dear Mayor Patrrerson: Thank you very much for your telegram urging 
my support of 8. 805. 

‘[ have had a number of letters from Tennessee impressing upon me the impor- 
tance of this legislation. I am taking the liberty of forwarding your telegram 
along with the others I have received to the chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works, Senator Chavez, asking that they be included in testimony received in 
behalf of the bill. I have also written to him urging him to have the bill called 
up for consideration as soon as possible. 

I will let you know as soon as I have some information from him. 

Sincerely, 
Estes Keravuver, U.S. Senator. 


Marcu 11, 1959. 
Hon. C. H. Farrar, 
Mayor for the Town of Manchester, Tenn. 

Dear Mayor Farrar: Thank you very much for your letter concerning the 
sewage treatment facilities of Manchester. 

I appreciate your writing to me expressing your thoughts on how much 8. 805 
and H.R. 3610 would help your city. I am taking the liberty of forwarding your 
letter to the chairman of the Committee on Public Works, Senator Chavez, so 
that it may be included in testimony received in behalf of the bills. I have also 
written to him urging him to have the bill called up for consideration as soon as 
possible. 

I will let you know as soon as I have some information from him. 

Sincerely, 
Estes Kreravuver, U.S. Senate. 


STaTE oF TENNESSEE, 
StrREAM_PoL.LuTION ContTROL Boarp, 
Nashville, March 3, 1959. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
U. 8. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Kerrauver: It is our understanding that hearings will be held 
in the near future by the congressional subcommittees on the appropriation for 
section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 466e). This 
section includes the construction grants to assist municipalities build sewage 
treatment works. 

We also have been informed that H.R. 3610 by Congressman Blatnik and 
8. 805 by Senator Humphrey have been introduced. These bills would amend 
the above act and increase the appropriation each year for grants to $100 million 
instead of $50 million. 

For the past 3 years these grants have assisted 27 Tennessee municipalities 
build treatment works. We have received and are now reviewing 33 additional 
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applications requesting $3,285,687 in grants to assist with the construction of 
works anticipated to cost $11,221,662. 

We believe these grants have made it possible for our municipalities to construet 
treatment works that otherwise would not have been built. If the grants should 
be discontinued, we believe that few plants, if any, will be built during the next 
few years. If the present authorized appropriation is doubled we can build about 
22 new plants during 1960 fiscal year. 

Your consideration of this appropriation and the amendments will be appre. 
ciated. 

Yours very truly, 
R. H. Hutcueson, 
Chairman, Tennessee Stream Pollution Control Board. 





City oF MANCHESTER, 
Manchester, Tenn., March 6, 1959. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: The board of mayor and aldermen of the town of 
Manchester, Tenn., in cooperation with the water and sewer commission, would 
like to expand the sewage treatment facilities of the town of Manchester. The 
final plans for said expansion have been approved by the Tennessee Department 
of Public Health and sufficient points have been granted by the stream pollution 
board to qualify Manchester for a Federal grant. 

Therefore, we are urgently soliciting your assistance in and support of the 
passage of House bill No. 3610, known as the Blatnik bill and Senate bill No, 
805, known as the Humphrey bill. 

We would like to see Tennessee receive $2,200,000 for this year or an amount 
equal to that received last year. Manchester could then expand its sewage treat- 
ment facilities in keeping with our growing community. 

We will appreciate any assistance or advice you may give us in regard to this 
matter. 

Yours very truly, 
C. H, Farrar, 
Mayor for the Town of Manchester, Tenn. 





Hiaatnsvittz£, Mo., June 24, 1959. 
Senator Stuart SyMINGcTON, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR SymincTon: We read about the dire need of the foreign coun- 
tries for a water supply and sanitary facilities in their towns and villages, and how 
it is necessary to pour out billions of the American taxpayers dollars in foreign 
economic aid to help them. 

In the State of Missouri alone we have over 800 communities that are 500 
population or less with a total aggregate population of almost 150,000 people. 
The majority of these people in this great country of ours are in the class of under- 
privileged citizens. They are too small under the present laws to be able to 
provide themselves with an adequate water and sewer system. You ean prac- 
tically count on your fingers the Missouri cities under 500 population that have 
both facilities. 

In case of dispersal on enemy attack, the citizens of our cities who would be 
scattered over the countryside, have not built up an immunity to the pollution of 
the wells in the neglected communities of our countryside, and a good many of 
them would no doubt pay with their lives. 

In my business of a consulting engineer, I have spent a good many days dis- 
cussing with small communities, such as Napoleon in Lafayette County, Levasy 
in Jackson County, Hughesville in Pettis County, and I could number the towns 
by the dozen, of their prospects of a public water system, when they have re- 
quested me to discuss the proposition with them. In 9 cases out of 10 you know 
before you go there that it will be beyond their means, but most every consulting 
engineer will donate that much of his time to talk to the community when re- 
quested, in the interest of a public service, and the prospect sometime of having 
a client. 
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I can think of no better way to build a healthier country than to put an amend- 
ment to the foreign aid bill appropriating about $50 million out of the foreign aid 
funds per year, to be administered by the Public Health Service, for the water 
supplies in communities of under 500 population on a 50-50 basis, with a maximum 
grant not exceeding $25,000. The supply and treatment works could consist of 
wells, impounded supplies, or in areas where the State geologist declare the possi- 
bilities of wells suitable for public supply as being not within drinking water 
standards, a pipeline to some other community or water district. Also I think 
that the law under which communities are given 30 percent grant on sewage 
treatment should be amended to include up to 50 percent grant for communities 
under 500 population with a ceiling of $25,000 for treatment work, etc. 

The water distribution system is a local problem, but water supply and treat- 
ment works guaranteeing a safe, division of health approved, water supply cer- 
tainly can be considered a responsibility of the Federal Government, as much as 
housing, airports, flood control, and superhighways are in the large cities of our 
country, and much more so than giving them to foreign countries, and denying 
them to our own small communities. 

I think the Surgeon General through the U.S. Public Health Service has done 
an excellent job under the pollution grant program, and it is my opinion that an 
equally good job could be done on U.S. Health Service approved water supplies 
over the United States with very little additional personnel. 

Very truly yours, 


MarkK B. Layne. 





StaTE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 4, 1959. 
Re Public Law 660, 84th Congress— Water Pollution Control Act. 
Hon. Ropert S. Kerr, 
Member, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: I have been advised of proposed amendments to the 
above referenced Federal act. which, if enacted, will in my opinion be detrimental 
to the best interests of the State of Oklahoma. I therefore wish to recommend that 
the Federal act (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.) be continued in its present form 
without amendments or changes in the amount appropriated to assist cities and 
towns in constructing sewage treatment plants. More specifically I refer to— 

(1) H.R. 3610, 86th Congress, which proposes major changes in the ad- 
ministration of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and in addition 
major changes in appropriations for construction grants. 

(2) The budget as submitted by the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare for the fiseal year 1960 includes only $20 million for construction 
grant purposes. 

This department has administered State level activities of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act since it was passed by the 84th Congress. I wish to empha- 
size that based on our experience the formula in the present Federal act for de- 
termining allocations to the various cities provides the approximate amount of 
Federal funds that can be used to the best advantage in Oklahoma. The state- 
ment just made is based on the assumption of an overall budget of $45 million for 
construction grants such as was appropriated for the current fiscal year. 

The proposed changes as outlined in H.R. 3610 would increase the allocation to 
Oklahoma considerably above the amount that ean be utilized during any fiscal 
year. Unused funds would then be reallocated to those States having large cities 
and heavily populated areas and therefore be permanently lost to Oklahoma. 

Again, I would emphasize that the present rate of allocated construction 
grants is “just right” for Oklahoma. For the reasons just stated, I also wish 
to recommend that the amount shown in the budget of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare be increased from $20 million to at least $45 million. 
In the event that the $20 million is appropriatea, then Oklahoma’s share would 
be reduced from $862,175 to $345,380. This amount is considerably below that 
which can be utilized in each fiscal year in Oklahoma. 

The water pollution control program has in my opinion been most beneficial 
to the cities and towns of Oklahoma, all as documented on the attached reports. 

Sincerely yours, 

G. F. Matuews, M.D., 
Commissioner of Health. 
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STATUS OF SEWERAGE PROJECTS IN OKLAHOMA, FEBRUARY 23, 1959 


“v0, 


DIVISION OF SANITARY ENGINEERING, OKLAHOMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 


1. Sewerage projects approved to date by the State Department of Health for 
participation in Federal funds under the provisions of Public Law 660, 84th 
Congress: 


Ee Ea ee ch bm ae nen e Moeeneneens 33 
Federal grant (offer or request) -.--- peel keer al Kea teeinlatita ee Malate 758, 189 
TD camenmirene in nd eR SER ine eens samen nes — 6 141. 866 

NE a et eR oe ait Ghee es i - 900, 081 


2. Cost and number of projects for fiscal years ending June 30, 1957 and June 


30, 1958: 


| | 








Year Number| Federal | Applicant’s | Total cost 
| of towns | grant cost 
ers | | ocd 
1957 (offer) ___...- etter ese Cate 14 | $864,407.00 | $3, 616, 439 | $4, 480, $46, 00 
ED cn: n cantninendspadhboceesdbdebnicrabbl | 16 842, 555.01 | 2, 393, , 138 3, 235, 691, 69 
Total 30 | 1, 706,962.01 | 6, 009, . 577 7, 716, 537. 69 
| 


ae als cl dcsce tanec | | 








3. Cost and number of projects to date for fiscal year ending June 30, 1959: 

















Town Amount of | Applicant’s | Total project 

grant request | cost cost 
: enacts ens akan aaa ; 
ee es hee endian a ubbe anne slednensiakesces $24, 554 | $57, 294 $81, 848 
Hennessey...-.----- Ses Oe a a ae a regs 18, 452 | 55, 678 | 74, 130 
Senate fella LER SE aR RS SS ae 8, 214 | 19, 317 | 27, 531 
emer TET SETEC., Bo ye ee, ae s | 51, 220 | 132, 289 | 183, 509 





. Applications received for fiscal year 1959: 














Town Grant Total proj- | Town Grant | Total proj- 
request | ect cost request ect cost 
Bartlesville...........-.-- $04,416 | $319,720 || Oakland...............-.- | ¢5,136 | $17,972 
Broken Bow..-........... 62, 920 203,002 1} Seminole... ............... 93, 162 | 311, 191 
Roe a cass 5, 850 40, 926 || South Coffeyville......__- 17, 962 121, 532 
| 62, 118 i} Se. ee 5, 700 | 47, 500 
a eae | 48, 900 173, 000 | ae 9, 300 | 2, 000 
STE ae ah ach oobi | 28, 405 ipo, een 1 Wyuoureom................ 35 807 208, 209 
OS eee eee 6, 867 60, 945 |} Woodward. -...........-- | 13, 963 46, 543 
OI cd cinch usanbiedas ey 52, 500 185, 000 — 
Fort Supply..------------ 1, 950 35, 500 Total (16).....-...-| 544,956 iE. 2, 302, 50: 
' 





‘ 


5. Applications forwarded to U.S. Public Health Service, presently inactive 








Town « irant request! Total project 

| cost 
ae itl Ba OE iin Lee bat nahin edteiceG sunt benkwhéuneainee 3 $12, 000 $40, 000 
See , ceeudies Be sin net : 154, 830 | 516, 100 
Duncan _-- ; eu See cecebnoueeae : Five ka ea eee 167, 271 557, 570 
Fort Towson.....-...-- Rated lahakc ahd tei heetdticcedintbvdid ee bepied od bce 12,081 | 46, 081 
Pryor ‘i CR as CBee gn sng t ie conned 78, 500 261, 700 


STE. 5 cneee seus aed sane eA Dah ae et chunk ae | 424, 682 | 1, 421, 451 


WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 105 


Sewerage construction under Public Law 660—Oklahoma, fiscal years 1957 and 
































TH \ 1958—Division of Sanitary Engineering, Oklahoma State Department of Health 
| 
for Town Amount of | Applicant’s | Total project 
ith grant offer cost cost 
ee a 
33 1957: P 
wi IS incense oan nee tins Senin nian me ath eae eee Seana $150, 000. 00 $422, 874 $572, 874. 00 
Mpc, Ba Te rec oe et ene 8, 686. 00 20, 268 28, 954. 00 
[82 Carnegie......--.------- [acl Re picamckacaabgticbedectpdlibeadsd 9,740.00 22) 729 32, 469. 00 
366 I once Bah ON eee see ns ee Se 33, 018. 00 77, 045 110, 063. 00 
~~ RE freee Ses ne ca ee 36, 995. 00 86, 322 123, 317. 00 
ce oes ki rats teen ow oe eee 33, 000. 00 77, 000 110, 000. 00 
181 IN (ina: Uails ccaladiedcelhsiab bleep iscaeabeeteeed 15, 421.00 35, 982 51, 403. 00 
SN rae co ecaeaians sata a ae w eases 12, 347. 00 28, 812 41, 159. 00 
ine IE oon cnn cn aeanteonewenaen _-| 25, 464. 00 59, 419 84, 883. 00 
MURR S220 522255, cot anec aan tate ee eee oe 150, 000. 00 571, 599 721, 599. 00 
mn NM Detection soe ae Cee eter ee ok oe 79, 011. 00 184, 359 263, 370. 00 
IN FIN a, ae ees acne eo AE - 725. 00 361, 360 514, 085. 00 
st NEB 5 os Sono oes cea ndactayeca cece aameed 8, 000.00 | 18, 670 26, 670. 00 
ris we Re cn cons oc eee ee | 150,000.00 | 1,650,000 | 1,800, 000. 00 
I SNS bE Ric ma thledeina raat auditedcit | 864, 407. -00 | 3, 616, 439 | 4, 480, 846.00 
6.00 | ———__—.- ——_____.. - So 
1. 69 1958: 
EN dee Eee ee Le ee As ol ae Beet og 5, 565. 00 49, 585 55, 150. 00 
7. 69 NEM ASIOW ccc oo Se cwnnaeceacauctcascccannasec tee | 108, 987. 00 254, 302 363, 289. 00 
GieORes nace 214. .< 3. seg SES ee ee seal 6, 000. 00 21, 500 27, 500. 00 
— etek aN whan imc adins andenia wien naeetasuauet 43, 500. 00 101, 500 145, 000. 00 
BE hadi Sai one eens cacwsedas<=nu= ee ee ee | 140, 153. 96 | 327,026 | 467,179.88 
): Lo ee Bae oak ato ee meme | 4, 380. 00 | 53, 620 58, 000. 00 
in odo cheater JNGKdSGEG Roo cane ee 4, 050. 00 | 33, 450 37, 500. 00 
= MER: cesnct act cu. SS aise ote sree ee ee eee ae 12, 947. 52 30, 211 43, 158. 40 
ject Ere ate een nee ene te ee eee sees 11, 779. 20 27, 485 39, 264. 00 
MN ee ee re eee oro aero 22, 335. 00 52, 115 74, 450. 00 
COIS... Wacwanneceenedsewanabnktiws Sine aea eee 47, 100. 00 109, 990 157, 000. 00 
—— Rc ae eh. ek iaweeons eb aawnmnianteee 49, 867. 78 116, 358 | 166, 225. 95 
848 MI eens pe gt ae ae ie tere seine oe -| 180,000. 00 500, 000 680, 000. 00 
" 130 Oklahoma City (Stringtown Se: 5 ack cn cutee ds | 9, 480. 00 | 22, 120 31, 600. 00 
” 531 re Se a ee ea PT a es | 191, 100.00 | 626, 650 817, 750. 00 
' EMSs 8.5 Seen eeroe. Zee one Eee aere ae 5, 309. 00 | 67, 316 | 72, 625. 00 
, 500 i aN i TU | 1942 555.01 | 2,393,138 | 3, 235, 691. 69 
sige | 
1 Does not include offer of $149,895.99 made to Ardmore and withdrawn at applicant’s request. 
oro}: BRADFORD, TENN., March 9, 1959. 
ost Senator Estes KrFrAUVER, 
—— Washington, D.C. 
7,97 Dear Sir: Please support bill 8. 805. We need help. Yours very truly. 
9 
4“ B. M. Patrerson, 
7, 500 Mayor, City of Bradford, 
9 _ 
8, 209 
6, 543 : be 
—— JACKSONVILLE, Fua., July 22, 1959. 
2, 505 Senator Ropert Kerr, 
— Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
e: . ; : ; i i 
Understand hearings will be held tomorrow on Senate bill 805 same as H.R. 
3610 increasing authorization for construction grants program of Public Law 660. 
roject Urge your support of this legislation. Florida can use additional funds to catch 
up the backlog of our much needed sewage treatment works. 
0, 000 Witson T. Sowpver, M.D., 
6, 100 State Health Officer, Florida State Board of Health. 
7, 570 
6, 081 
31, 700 
ee r Cc 
1, 451 a New York, N.Y., July 22, 1959. 
Hon. Ropert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Com- 
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


I strongly urge your support of H.R. 3610 doubling Federal grants for construc- 
tion of sewage treatment works under the Water Pollution Control Act, on which 
' hearings will be held by your subcommittee tomorrow. 


Ropert F. Waaner, Mayor. 
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GREAT Fats, Mont., July 22, 1959, 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 


U.S. Senator, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Passage of H.R. 3610 imperative for our city. We have been required by 
the Montana State Board of Health to install a sewage treatment plant and a 
bond issue has been approved by our voters. Preliminary planning was based 
on the assumption of a Federal grant-in-aid. If H.R. 3610 fails to pass, it would 
threaten the construction of our treatment plant. 

Wm. H. SwansBere, 
Mayor, City of Great Falls, Mont. 


SALEM, OREG. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Commitiee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Respectfully urge favorable report on H.R. 3610. Passage of this bill amend- 
ing Public Law 660 can result in virtual elimination of sewage pollution in the 
Nation. Oregon particularly concerned in view of large number applications 
for grants for vitally needed treatment plant facilities from communities unable 
to adequately provide these facilities. 

Mark O. HaAtTrFIELp, 
Governor of Oregon. 


LansinG, Micu., July 22, 1959, 
CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERs, 


Senate Public Works Committee, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Regret inability to appear in person before your committee tomorrow on 
H.R. 3610. This legislation is needed but not in its present form. This bill as 
approved by our members and executive office with certain reservations appears 
in House Public Works Committee record (see pp. 112-131). House accepted 
some but disregarded other suggestions. Our position today depends upon 
your action in relation to further necessary amendments to the House-approved 
bill. First, strike the House posthearing approved amendment which overrides 
State authority to establish priority of one eligible project over another based 
on financial and water pollution control needs. Second, a statutory feeling on 
amount of grant for any one multimunicipal or metropolitan district project 
should be established. We suggest a figure not less than $600,000 nor more than 
a million dollars. 

Mitton P. ApAMs, 
Executive Secretary, Michigan Water Resources Commission. 





Raveicu, N.C, 
Senator Rospert Kerr, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C: 

Regret very much impossible appear before your committee Thursday on 
H.R. 3610 to amend Federal Water Pollution Control Act 1956 as requested by 
Congressman John Blatnik. On March 18 I appeared before House Committee 
on Public Works. My testimony begins bottom page 15 of printed report of 
hearings and ends bottom page 25. Have requested Congressman Blatnik fur- 
nish you with copy my testimony. Hope it can be inserted in testimony your 
hearing. I further emphasize importance passing Blatnik bill and calling White 
House Conference on National Water Resources Policy. Am absolutely in favor 
of States contributing share of grants-in-aid to municipalities after July 1, 1961 
or 1962. Don’t believe President would veto Blatnik bill if a bipartisan request 
was made of him for White House conference to formulate a national policy this 
fall. Am forwarding statements of myself and executive secretary of our State 
Stream Sanitation Committee as to need of a White House conference on water 
resources. 

J. V. WHITFIELD, 
Chairman, State Stream Sanitation Committee of North Carolina. 
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Norra Carourna State Boarp or HEALTH, 

STaTE STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE, 
Wallace, N.C., July 21, 1959. 

Senator RoBerT Kerr, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Kerr: Enclosed is a copy of a letter that I have written to 
Senator Lyndon Johnson, which is self-explanatory. Also, is a confirmation 
copy of my telegram to you today, as well as statements mentioned in my telegram. 

I expect to be in Washington the first part of August and hope that I will have 
the opportunity of discussing water problems with you. Likewise, I hope we 
can find some way to persuade the President to sign the Blatnik bill. 

The Cramer amendment might have passed the House if it had not been felt 
necessary to make it a party issue and if it had not reduced the amount contrib- 
uted by the Federal Government from $100 million to $50 million. 

Hoping to see you in August, I am, 

Very sincerely , 
J. V. WHITFIELD, 
Chairman, State Stream Sanitation Committee. 


NorrH Carouina State Boarp or HEALTH, 
State STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE, 

Wallace, N.C., July 21, 1959. 
Senator LYNDON JOHNSON, 
Majority Leader of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR JOHNSON: It was indeed most considerate of you to interrupt 
your overcrowded schedule to receive Mrs. Karl Bishopric, vice chairman of our 
committee, Mr. E. C. Hubbard, executive secretary, and me in company with our 
distinguished Senator B. Everett Jordan and Mr. Bill Whitley of his staff on last 
Tuesday, in connection with the Blatnik bill, H.R. 3610. We regret that’ Mrs. 
Bishopric had to depart for home earlier than anticipated and could not be present. 
We are indeed grateful to you for receiving us and to Senator Jordan for arranging 
the meeting. 

I agree wholeheartedly with your statement, previous to the convening of the 
Congress, that water resources are one of the Nation’s paramount issues. I hope 
you will agree with me that the problems are so tremendous in scope that the 
time has arrived for a coordinated national bipartisan policy. Too, I hope you 
concur that the most effective impetus to such a policy would be a White House 
conference. 

It is, of course, an imposition to ask you to take time to read my full testimony 
before the House Committee on Public Works on March 18, but because of your 
great concern and interest regarding our water problems, I do hope you can find 10 
minutes in which toreadit. You will find it begins at the bottom of page 15 of the 
printed hearings on H.R. 3610 and ends at the bottom of page 25. You will note 
that much of my testimony consisted of answering questions of the committee. 
For that reason I believe you will find it informative. 

I want to thank you sincerely for our committee to agree to take time out to 
read the Blatnik bill and I was happy to learn today that a hearing will be held 
this Thursday before Senator Kerr’s subcommittee. Mr. Blatnik wanted to 
know if I could testify before the subcommittee. I regret that under such short 
notice it will be impossible this week. However, he and I agreed that if my 
testimony before the House committee is inserted in the report of Senator Kerr’s 
committee, it will give the Senators my views. 

I want to thank you again for your kindness and interest in this matter. After 
the bill passes the Senate we can then cross the bridge of getting the President to 
sign it. I believe I have suggested one method in my telegram to Senator Kerr. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Very sincerely, 
J. V. WHITFIELD, 
Chairman, State Stream Sanitation Committee. 
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NEED FoR A WuitTE HousrE CONFERENCE ON WATER CONSERVATION 


It is characteristic of we humans to utilize our natural resources in an improyj- 
dent manner until we discover they are on the verge of exhaustion. And whether 
we, as a State or a nation, become a fertile field for future archaeologists or restore 
our renewable resources and win the long trek back depends on how soon we 
discover our error, and whether we have the courage to create the necessary 
policies and enforce them fearlessly, but fairly. i 

Water is one of our most precious commodities. Yet, we mistreat it wantonly, 
To adopt policies that will provide agriculture, municipalities, and industry with 
an ample supply of water, insofar as it is possible for it to do so, is, of course, one 
of the paramount functions of the Nation. And for a nation to permit practices 
that destroy or lessen the supply of water available, is simply inviting nature’s 
inexorable price of retribution—the creation of another desert. 

Our water engineers tell us that in 1900 our Nation used 41 billion gallons of 
water daily; that in 1945 we used 150 billion gallons daily; that in 1957 we used 
250 billion gallons daily; and that in 1980 we will approach at the present rate of 
population and industrial growth, the need for 600 billion gallons daily. 

The time has arrived when we must ask ourselves where we are going to find 
600 billion gallons of water daily by 1980. For one thing, we should not delay 
in appropriating funds for water modification research. Weather scientists tell 
us that nine times the amount of water that falls on our Nation annually passes 
over us from the Pacific to the Atlantic in the form of clouds. The first project 
on our weather research agenda should be an all-out effort to ascertain if and how 
much moisture, in the form of rain, we can capture from these clouds that pass us 
by. Another source of supply, of course, is the sea. Perhaps, through the eventual 
use of nuclear power, we will be able to reduce the cost of changing sea water into 
fresh at a reasonable rate. Furthermore, we must manage our watersheds so 
that they will produce a maximum of water for all requirements. Then, too, we 
must adopt an intelligent policy on dams—we must catch the water where it 
falls, insofar as it is possible to do so. Finally, and ranking at the top of the 
job we have to do, we must see to it that every State demands that their stream 
sanitation operations be so efficient that their supply of water can be used a 
limitless number of times, for, after all, there is where we are going to get a major 
share of our increased needs of water. And we must ever bear in mind that no 
matter how much water we may have it is valueless unless it is usable. 

I know of no conference more urgent than a White House conference on our 
water problems. We need to work out an overall, long-range policy wherein the 
Federal Government, the State governments, and the municipal governments will 
know what the status of each governmental unit is in a national policy. To me, 
such a conference is a must for the welfare of the Nation. We need a conference 
with the President’s prestige behind it and it should be bipartisan. 

It is particularly urgent that we incorporate in any overall water policy a pro- 
vision whereby the States must share with the Federal Government in the grants 
to cities and towns to help them solve their pollution problems. At a White 
House conference an equitable formula could be worked out. Proper repre- 
sentation, with a proposed plan of procedure, should be presented to the President 
for a White House conference at an early date. 

Would there were some alchemy by which we could constantly impress the 
minds of men with the unalterable truth that when a civilization runs out of 
a supply of usable water the bell has tolled for that civilization, because the wages 
of the unchecked stream polluted nation is death also. 

May we learn to heed, before it is too late, the warning Byron gave us in these 
lines from his great poem, Don Juan: 


“Till taught by pain 
Men really know not what good water’s worth.” 


(Prepared by J. V. Whitfield, chairman, State stream sanitation committee, 
June 15, 1959.) 
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NEED FOR WHITE HovusB CONFERENCE ON CONSERVATION 


(By E. C. Hubbard, Director, Division of Water Pollution Control, North Carolina 
State Board of Health and secretary to North Carolina State Stream Sanitation 
Committee) 


The use of a nation’s natural resources is a privilege which should be shared 
equally by all of its citizens. This right to use, however, carries with it an equal 
right and responsibility to share in the problems inherent to the conservation of 
such resources. The right to utilize is most generally demanded and exercised 
whereas the assumption of responsibility for conservation or restoration of 
dwindling supplies is for the most part ignored or, if not entirely ignored, is in- 
adequately considered and only half heartedly carried out. The total blame for 
this apathy cannot be placed upon the public, but in fact, must be attributed to 
the lack of leadership at all levels of government—local, State, and National. 

The lack of leadership in all areas of our water resources has been apparent, 
even to the less observant, for many years. Nevertheless, most local, State, and 
Federal governmental bodies, instead of getting together and doing something 
constructive about the problem, have engaged in the costly game of ‘“‘passing the 
buck”’ while our water supply, one of the Nation’s most essential natural resources, 
is rapidly becoming inadequate. Our wasteful practices and our utter failure to 
keep our water supply sufficiently free of pollution, trade, and human wastes, to 
permit its reuse over and over again as it flows from where it falls to earth to the 
ocean must be halted in the interest of the public health and economic welfare of 
the Nation. This will require bold and courageous leadership at the local, State, 
and Federal levels; however, if such leadership is to produce the desired results it 
must stem from a properly planned and coordinated water resources conservation 
program in which all levels of government participate. 

In the field of water pollution control, there are many illustrations of what can 
be accomplished by 9 well-planned and coordinated program characterized by 
clear-cut objectives. For example, the history of stream pollution in North 
Carolina and efforts to control it follow very closely the experiences of other States 
and the country as a whole. The first laws for the protection of public water 
supplies were enacted in 1893; however, these laws, although subsequently 
amended, provided only limited authority and administration, and therefore, 
failed to establish a comprehensive program. Nevertheless, it was 1951 before 
the State legislature recognized the problem sufficiently to enact legislation calling 
for a comprehensive stream sanitation program. 

The 1951 statute created a special body, the State stream sanitation committee, 
to administer the program, set forth a clear-cut policy with reference to stream 
sanitation, and establish specific program objectives. These are: (1) to conduct 
detail water quality and water-use studies; (2) develop stream classifications and 
applicable water quality standards; (3) hold public hearings and classify streams 
according to the present or foreseeable “best usage’; and (4) develop and execute 
an effective pollution abatement and control program in the State’s 16 major 
river basins. 

The committee organized and employed a limited staff ir the latter part of 1951. 
Detail pollution and water-use studies were initiated in 1952 and have been car- 
ried on ever since. To date, pollution survey reports have been issued for ard 
classifications have been assigned to waters in seven major river basins compris- 
ing 66.5 percent of the State, while studies have been completed or are now in 
progress in another seven major basins comprising an additional 32 percent of the 
State. All surface waters of the State will be studied and classified by the end of 
1961. 

As rapidly as the waters of a river basin are classified, a comprehensive pollution 
plan, involving all polluters, is developed and published. Such plans are now in 
effect in six river basins comprising 55 percent of the State. The plans, allowing 
for voluntary action on the part of polluters, have proven so effective that to date 
it has not become necessary for the committee to resort to compulsory action in 
a single case. 

Since the initiation of the program, 134 pollution abatement projects have been 
constructed or are now under construction costing an estimated $42 million. In 
addition to the above, 12 projects having an estimated cost of $9 million have been 
approved and it is anticipated that their construction will be undertaken within 
the near future. The total value of projects being constructed annually has in- 
creased each year since the program began and is presently at the level of approxi- 











110 WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 


mately $15 million per year. This is expected to increase, particularly if Federa 
grant allocations are increased. 

The success of the North Carolina stream sanitation program which is ad- 
mittedly only one phase of the total water resource problem, has, in the opinion 
of the committee, been due largely to the fact that (1) it follows a well-defined 
policy, (2) it has clear-cut objectives, (3) its necessity is recognized, and (4) the 
people as well as the polluters are willing to assume their equitable share of the 
responsibility. The program recognizes the rights and encourages cooperation, 

In conclusion, there is no question as to the need for concentrated efforts in the 
important field of water resource conservation. Likewise, there is no reason to 
assume that the needed leadership to assure a long-range effective water resource 
program will not develop in an atmosphere of sincere cooperation. Certainly, 
there appears to be ample grounds for concerted efforts and such efforts deserve 
the prestige that would inure from a high-level conference called by the President 
of the United States. 

We, as the temporary warden of the Nation’s natural resources, can ill-afford 
to pass on to our posterity a lesser inheritance in terms of water resources than 
that received by us. Intelligent action at all levels of government will help to 
insure the Nation’s health and economic welfare. 





City AND County or DENVER, 
Denver, Colo., July 9, 1959. 

Re H.R. 3610. 

Hon. Rospert S. Kerr, 

U.S. Senator, 

Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator Kerr: One of the great problems generated in metro- 
politan areas of the United States, brought about by accelerated population 
growth, is that of attempting to provide adequate disposal of sewage with 
inadequate financing. Development of sewage treatment works is necessarily 
limited by lack of available income which in many municipalities has resulted 
in a serious and hazardous inadequacy of sewage equipment and plants. 

We know that you, as a member of the Public Works Committee of the U.S. 
Senate, are vitally interested in and charged with the responsibility of main- 
taining the national health. We believe that the passage of the above-captioned 
amendment to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act will be a most important 
contribution. 

Please understand that all of the leaders of this metropolitan area, of which 
Denver is the core city, are making every effort to stand on their own feet and 
we are not idly awaiting the solution to our problems by appeal to the Congress. 
However, try as we may, it is essential that this metropolitan area, as most 
others in this country, have assistance immediately from the Federal Government 
toward the working out of a feasible sewage financing program. 

We should like to urge upon your committee the following procedures: 

1. That hearings be held as soon as possible on H.R. 3610. 

2. That the amount of $500,000 referred to in line 10 of page 1 be retained 
in the bill and that no attempt be made to cut this back to $250,000. 

3. That the language beginning with line 6 of page 2 and continuing through 
line 18 be retained. The principle involved therein is vital as will be com- 
mented upon below. 

4. That the $1 billion referred to in line 17 of page 3 not only be retained 
in the amendment but also that the allotment period be revised to 4 years 
instead of the remaining 7 years as stipulated in section 6e of Public Law 660. 

With reference to item No. 3 above, we believe that legislation lending en- 
couragement toward further cooperation between the various municipalities of 
metropolitan areas is not only feasible, but one that is essential to the orderly 
development. of such areas. For instance, in this metropolitan area there are 
some 55 independent sanitary districts, a majority of which have been warned 
by our State public health authorities that the presently unavoidable practice of 
dumping improperly treated sewage into the sources of water suppiy for down- 
stream communities must cease and desist. 

Many such districts, although willing, are unable to comply, while several 
others, by necessity, must think in terms of small and inadequate treatment 
plants. Only communitywide cooperative action can bring proper and adequate 
engineering and health solutions. The language of the above amendment, which 
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will permit a group of municipalities to contribute to a central sewage treatment 
plant of proper and sufficient design, will make a great contribution by your 
committee toward national health standards. 

We consider this matter of such vital importance that we highly recommend 
the passage of the amendment under the above conditions, even in the face of 
the sincere efforts of the Congress to reduce public expenditures. 

Very truly yours, 
R. Y. Barrerton, 
Mayor, 
L. M. Coo.ey, 
Manoger, Department of Public Works. 





CoLorapo MUNICIPAL LEAGUE, 
Boulder, Colo., July 21, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEz: On behalf of the two-thirds of Colorado citizens who 
reside in our cities and towns, I respectfully urge Senate action as soon as possible 
on the Blatnik bill, H.R. 3610. Action during this session of Congress to pro- 
vide adequate funds for water pollution control is probably the single most 
important Federal program to the municipalities of Colorado. 

Facts do indicate, as I’m sure you know, that cities and towns do not possess 
sufficient financial resources to meet their responsibilities in cleaning up the 
Nation’s water supplies. Most municipal officials in Colorado supported the 
Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, Public Law 660, and many cities and towns 
have already benefited from this legislation and subsequent authorizations. 
At present, however, construction of many badly needed sewage treatment 
facilities is at a standstill in Colorado, awaiting sufficient funds to permit these 
important projects to proceed. Failure of Congress to act on this matter will 
seriously impede progress already made in controlling the pollution of our streams. 

Again may I urge that you and other members of the Senate Public Works 
Committee schedule hearings on H.R. 3610 as soon as possible, so that the Senate 
may have an opportunity to act upon this vital Federal program. Anything you 
can do to support this program will, we feel, be of significant value to cities and 
towns in this State, and to the Nation as a whole. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREpD Voss, President. 


THe AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, 
Washington, D.C., July 22, 1959. 
Senator Ropert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: The Committee of One Hundred on the Federal City, 
which is concerned with the welfare of the National Capital and its environs, under 
the leadership of Adm. Neil Phillips, chairman of the committee, wishes to go on 
record in strong support of the House Resolution 3610 which would amend tle 
Blatnik Act of 1956 in order to establish sewage treatment construction grants to 
local communities for the purpose of cleaning more than 14,000 miles of polluted 
streams. 

The committee feels that this Federal aid is absolutely essential if we are to 
maintain a program of conservation of one of the Nation’s most precious assets. 
This legislation would make possible the continuation of planned public works 
program in Washington for the elimination of combined sewage which is the 
major source of the Potomac River pollution. We believe that almost no legisla- 
tion being considered by this Congress is of more importance to the public interest 
than this. We hope it will have your, and the other members of the committee, 
most enthusiastic support. 

Sincerely, 

RicuarpD Bray, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Conservation, Park Protection, Potomac Pollu- 
tion of the Committee of One Hundred. 
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U.S. ConreRENCE oF Mayors, 
Washington, D.C., July 23, 1959, 

Hon. Rosert Kerr, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Committee on Public Works, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuHatrMan: The U.S. Conference of Mayors has over a period of 
years strongly supported the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Under this 
law some real progress has been made toward meeting the increasingly critica] 
situation with respect to the Nation’s supply of water for human needs and 
industrial uses. From the outset, however, it has been clear that the act was 
defective in at least three respects. First, the total amount available annually is 
pitifully inadequate. Second, the maximum size of a grant for a single project 
is unrealistic with respect to the high cost of such projects; and third, the failure 
of the law to permit multiple grants where two or more cities join together to 
coordinate their treatment facilities construction activities has discouraged ¢o- 
operation and efficiency. 

We are indeed pleased that the House of Representatives has approved a bill 
to remedy these three faults and that you are now holding hearings on the bill. 
We respectfully urge prompt and favorable consideration by your subcommittee, 
the full committee, and the Senate. 

I am enclosing herewith a copy of a resolution on this subject adopted by the 
1959 Annual Conference of the U.S. Conference of Mayors meeting in Los Angeles, 
July 15, 1959. I request that this letter and the resolution be made a part of the 
record of the current hearings. 

Very truly yours, 
{ICHARD J. DALEY, 
Mayor of Chicago, President, U.S. Conference of Mayors, 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE 1959 ANNUAL CONFERENCE OF THE USS. 
CONFERENCE OF Mayors, Los ANGELES, CaAuLir., JULY 15, 1959 


WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 


Whereas the pollution of the Nation’s water supply continued unrestrained for 
decades, 

Whereas the present and future availability of nonpolluted water is now a 
serious problem in many communities and threatens to become even more of a 
problem in more of our communities within the next decade, 

Whereas sewage treatment and other facilities essential to assure an adequate 
water supply for human and industrial uses are beyond the financial means of most 
of our communities, 

Whereas the Federal Government has recognized the national interest in en- 
couraging local water pollution abatement by the partial payment for the con- 
struction of sewage treatment facilities, 

Whereas the House of Representatives has this year approved the Blatnik bill 
to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase maximum grants 
and encourage joint community cooperation in the construction of treatment 
facilities and, 

Whereas the President has urged that the Federal Government withdraw totally 
from the program of assistance under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the U.S. Conference of Mayors-— 

1. That the Senate be and is hereby urged to pass the House-approved Blatnik 
bill, and 

2. That the President be and is hereby urged to reconsider his position in 
opposition to Federal assistance in water pollution abatement and to support the 
Blatnik bill. 





[TELEGRAM] 
Juuy 23, 1959. 
Senator Kerr: Michigan United Conservation Club strongly endorsed the 
passage of H.R. 3610 at June annual convention. 
JoHN ROUMAN, 


Executive Director, Michigan United Conservation Club. 
Lansine, Mic. 
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GRANBY, Conn., July 22, 1959. 
S, Senator Tuomas J. Dopp, 
S Senator Prescotrr Busn, 
enate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear SENATORS: This is to urge your support of the water pollution control 
pill which passed the House on June 9 as H.R. 3610. <A hearing on this bill 
will be held by the Senate Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors and Flood 
Control on Thursday, July 23. 

The bill is extremely important to Connecticut, primarily because it would 
double the present $50 miilion annual Federal assistance to municipalities con- 
structing sewage treatment facilities. The present program has proved its worth 
nationally, and Federal and State water authorities estimate that a $100 million 
annual program would virtually end sewage pollution in the United States within 
10 years. Although the present level of Federal assistance has, in general, been 
a fine step in the right direction, the limited funds allocated to Connecticut 
have caused some municipalities to postpone construction of sewage treatment 
facilities while awaiting their turns for Federal aid. 

Let’s have clean streams. 

Very truly yours, 


U 
U 
S 


SypNEY Howe. 





STATE OF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF PuBLICc HEALTH, 
STATE OFFICE BUILDING, 
Denver, July 24, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN CARROLL, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR CARROLL: At the present time H.R. 3610, the Blatnik 
amendment to Public Law 660, is before the Senate Public Works Committee; 
it is the amendment that passed the House of Representatives on June 9, 1959. 
H.R. 3610 is an important item of legislation insofar as many of our Colorado 
communities are concerned because many of them need this assistance if they are 
to build sewage treatment facilities, and sewage treatment facilities are very 
much needed by several of our Colorado communities. A good start on sewage 
treatment has been made in Colorado which we would like to see continue to 
completion. 

It may be of interest to you to know that since the inception of the Federal 
construction grants for municipal sewage treatment facilities during the period 
of 1956-60, 26 projects have been constructed in Colorado. The significant 
item, however, is that Federal funds in the amount of $1,896,675 has generated 
total construction worth estimated at $7,744,432. All this from a moderate (30 
percent) Federal grant. 

It is my belief that the Senate Public Works Committee must take action soon 
on the Blatnik amendment if it is to be enacted at all. Failure of enactment 
simply means the grant fund aid program for construction of sewage facilities 
just will not be available during the next fiscal period. We think it is very 
important to continue with the job of cleaning up our water resources which are 
being seriously damaged daily from the dumping of untreated wastes. It seems 
to me that the Federal assistance in this particular instance gains very large 
returns and should be continued. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. N. Ganr, 
Engineer-Director, Division of Sanitation. 


Senator Kerr. The subcommittee will adjourn, to reconvene at the 
call of the Chair. 
(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing of the above-entitled com- 
mittee was adjourned, to reconvene at the call of the Chair.) 
x 





